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AFS
AIRS
AQCR
CFR
CO
DEQ
EPA
gridscf
HAPs
HMA
IDAPA

Interstate
Ib/hr
MACT
MMBtu/hr
NAAQs
NESHAP
NO,
NSPS
O&M
PM

PM,,
ppm

PSD
PTC

RCRA
Rules
SIC
sIP
80
TAP
T/hr
Thr
ng/m
UTM
VOC

Acronyms, Units, And Chemical Nomenclatures

AIRS Facitity Subsystem

Acrometric Information Retrieval System

Air Quality Control Region

Code of Federal Regulations

carbon monoxide

Department of Environmental Quality

{18, Environmental Protection Agency

grain {} b = 7,000 grains) per dry standard cubic foot
Hazardous Air Pollutants

hot mix asphait

a numbering designation for all administrative rules in Idaho promulgated in accordance with the
Idaho Administrative Procedures Act '

Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company

pound per hour

Maximum Achievabie Control Technology

million British thermal units per hour

National Ambient Air Quality Standard

National Emission Standards for Hazardous Alr Pollutants
nitrogen oxides -

New Source Performance Standards

Opération and maintenance

particulate matter

particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
parts per million '
Prevention of Significant Deterioration

permit to construct

Recycied asphalt pavement

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Rules for the Contro] of Air Pollution in 1daho

Standard Industrial Classification

State implementation Plan

sulfur dioxide

toxic air pollutant

tons per hour

tons per year

mierograms per cubic meter

Universal Transverse Mercator

volatile organic compound

Statement of Basis — Interstate Concrete & Asphalt Company, Rathdrum : Page3



PURPOSE

The purpose for this statement of basis is to satisfy the requirements of IDAPA 58.01.01.200, Rules for
the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho, for issuing permits fo construct.

FACILITY DESCRIPTION

The Interstate Concrete and Asphait Company (Interstate) proposes to construct a hot-mix asphalt
(HMA) plant at 8849 W. Wyoming Avenue, which is located 0.5 mile west of Highway 41 in
Rathdrum. The plant is to be identified as the Wyoming Plant,

In the HMA plant, stockpz}eé aggregate is transferred to eight cold feed bins, Aggregate is dispensed
from the bins onto slow moving feeder conveyors, which transfer the aggregate to the dryer. Recycled
asphalt pavement (RAP) material is transferred from stockpiles to a live bottom bin. The bin feeds onto
a conveyor to a lump breaker. From the lump breaker, a conveyor feeds the RAP material to the dryer
where both aggregate and RAP are heated in the dryer. Aggregate and RAP travel through the rotating
drum dryer counter current to the heating media. The material is then heated and dried and mixed with
liquid asphalt cement. The resulting HMA is then conveyed fo hot storage bins until it can be loaded
into dump trucks for transport off site or transferred via a conveyor to silos for temporary storage.

This PTC is for a new CMI HMA plant, rated at 400 T/hr. Particulate matter emissions from the HMA
plant are controlled by a baghouse.

FACILITY / AREA CLASSIFICATION

Interstate is classified as a synthetic minor facility because enforceable operational limits limit the
facility’s potential to emit to less than Tier I operating permit major source thresholds. The AIRS
facility classification is “SMB80™ because the facility’s potential to emit is within 80% of the Tier I
operating permit major source threshold level for a criteria air pollutant. The SIC defining this facility is
2951,

The facility is located within AQCR 62 and UTM zone 11. The facility is located in Kootenai County
which is designated as unclassifiable for all criteria pollutants (PM;o, CO, NOx, SOy, lead, and ozone).

The AIRS information provided in Appendix B lists the classification for each regulated air pollutant at
this facility. This required information is entered into the EPA AIRS database.

APPLICATION SCOPE

Interstate snbmmed a PTC application for the construction of a new HMA plant with the followmg
parameters:

» The maximum hourly production rate of the HMA plant is 400 T/hr.

¢ The HMA plant will be configured with recycled asphalt pavement (RAP) equipment.

# The annual production rate of the HMA plant is limited to 1,480,000 tons per any consecutive 12-

month period (T/yr)

¢ The annual hours of operation of the HMA plant is limited to 3,700 hours per any consecutive 12-
month period ¢hr/yr).

¢ Natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas (propane), No. 2 diesel fuel oil, and used oil are the fuel types
aliowed fo be burned in drum dryer.
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4.1

5.1

5.2

Application Chronology

January 26, 2004 ' DEQ received an application from Interstate for a permit to construct.
The permit number assigned for this project was PTC No. P-040101.

February 24, 2004 DEQ determined the P-040101 application compiete.

March 5, 2004 Interstate requested to review a draft of PTC No. P-(40101 prior to the
final issuance.

March 8, 2604 Interstate submitted additional information to DEQ.

March 22 and March 26, 2004  Interstate submitted additional modeling information to DEQ.

April 21, 2004 DEQ sent Interstate a copy of draft PTC No. P-040101 for review.

Aprii 29, 2004 DEQ received an email from Interstate in which the company requested

to extend issuance of the final PTC until July of 2004. The reason for
this is that the new HMA plant is currently in Montana and will not be
back to Rathdrum facility until July or August of 2004.

June 1, 2004 A public comment period started on June 1, 2004, and ended on June
30, 2004. Comments were received from a citizen, The comments and
DEQ’s response to the comments are included in Appendix E of this
statement of basis.

PERMIT ANALYSIS

This section of the statement of basis describes the regulatory requirements for this PTC action.

Equipment Lisifng

Hot-mix Asphalt Plant

Manufacturer: CMI PTD-400

Type of HMA plant: Drum mix

Maximum hot-mix asphalt production rate: 400 T/hr

HMA burner fuel type: Natural gas, propane, ASTM Grade 2 fuel oil, and used oil

Baphous

Manufacturer: CMI
Model: RA3-18P
Drum dryer maximum rated heat input capacity: 120 MMBtu/hr

This permit adds equipment associated with the use of RAP in the HMA plant process, including an

additional four bins, a lump breaker, and two conveyors.
Maximum rated heat input capacity: 120 million British thermal units per hour (MMBtw/hr)

Emissions Inventory

Emissions estitates were provided by Aspen Consulting and Engineering (Aspen) and are included in
the PTC application materials submitted to DEQ on January 26, 2004. Appendix A of this statement of
basis contains the emissions estimates for particulate matter (PM), particulate matier with an
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers (PM),), carbon monoxide (CO),
sulfur dioxide (SO;), volatile organic compounds (VOC), and oxides of nitrogen (NO,) that were
provided by the facility and are shown in Table 5.2.1. Toxic air poliutants (TAPs), and hazardous air
poilutants (HAPs) emissions estimates that were provided by the facility are shown in Appendix A of
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this document. Emissions estimates of PM, PMy,, CO, 8G,, VOC, NO,, TAPs, and HAPs from the

HMA plant dryer at the facility were obtained from emission factors described in U.S. EPA’s
Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors, AP-42, Section 11.1, Hot Mix Asphait Plant, 12/00, The
hourly emission rates were estimated using the maximum HMA production rate of 400 T/hr. The annual
emissions rates were determined based on HMA production limit of 1,480,000 T/yr and operations of

3,700 hours per any consecutive 12-month period.

Table 5.2.1 POTENTIAL EMISSIONS* FROM THE HMA PLANT DRYER

Source < . ' "
Description ™ PM,, co' NOy S0, vocs Py
Io/hr ; Thr | Lbfr : Thr [ Wofhr | Thr (ke | Thr | Ibhr | Thr | Ib/hr | Thr | Ibbr | Thr
HMA drum
mix dryer 132 12442926 F7.02 | 5200 1 9620 1 2200 | 407 § 2320 | 4292 | 128 | 2368 | .006 : 0011
stack
*  Emissions were determined by using emissions factors from AP-42, Section 1.1, Hot Mix Asphalt Plants and process Hmits (¢.g. throughput and
hours of operation)
*  Particulate matter
¢ Particulate matter with an aerodysamic diarmeter Iess then or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
4 {arbon monoxide
*  WNitrogen oxides
' Sulfur dioxide
¥ Volatile organic compound
® Lead
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It should be noted that Interstate will use cold aggregate and RAP in the HMA process. Although the
percentage of RAP use will vary, Interstate plans an equal swap of RAP for cold aggregate. As a result,
‘no PM emissions increase will occur as explained below.

RAP emissions are discussed in two sections in AP-42, Section 11.1 for Hot Mix Asphalt Plants,
Section 11.1.1.3, Counterflow Drum Mix Plants, states, “...4 counterflow drum mix plant can normally
process RAP at ratios up to 50 percent with little or no observed effect upon emissions. ” Section
11.1.2.2, Paralle! Flow Drum Mix Plants, states, “...4lthough it has been suggested that the processing
af RAP materials at these type plants may increase organic compound emissions because of an increase
in mixing zone temperature during processing, the data supporting this hypothesis is very weak.
Specifically, although the data show a relationship only between RAP content and condensible organic
particulate emissions, 89 percent of the variations in the data were the result of other unknown process
variables.” Additionally, none of the emission factor tables in Section 11.1, AP-42 differentiates
between aggregate types and RAP. The emission estimates for this permitting action are based on
AP-42 emission factors. The calculations do not show an increase in emissions from the using of RAP
in the process line, '

Also, the use of used oil in the dryer will not result in increase of PM or PMj; emissions, as indicated in
AP-42, Table 11.1-3 footnote (), pertaining to the particulate matter emissions, as follows; “drum mix
dryer fired with natural gas, propane, fael oil, used oil, and coal. The data indicate that fuel type does
not significantly effect PM emissions.” Therefore, the PM and PM,¢ emissions estimates for the facility
are not expected to increase as a result of the additional types of fuel.

From AP-42, for all other poilutants, the emission factors for each type of fuel were compared, and the
highest value for each pollutant was used to caloulate the estimated emissions.

The TAPs and HAPs emissions in the permit application were also based on processing of HMA of
1,480,000 T/yr and on operations of 3,700 hours per any consecutive 12-month period. Potential
emissions of any single HAP were estimated to be less than 10 T/yr, Potential emissions for two HAPs
or more were estimated to be 7.1 T/yr, which are well below the major source threshold of 25 T/yr fora
combination of two HAPs or more - refer to Appendix A.
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These emissions calculations provided the basis for the emissions limits for CO from the HMA plant
dryer stack. They also provided the basis for CQ, SO, and NO,, compliance with the National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and the TAPs increment analyses ~ see Appendix B of this document

for modeling analysis,

Detailed emissions estimates are included in Appendix A of this statement of basis, It should be noted
that the point source information contained in this table was used to determine the processzng fee
assessed in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.225.

5.3

Modeling

Refer to the modeling review memorandum contained in Appendix C of this statement of basis for a
discussion of the air dispersion analysis conducted for this project, Based on the modeling review
memorasndum, DEQ has determined that emissions of CO, §O,, and NO, from the facility have been
successfuily demonstrated to not cause or significantly contribute to violations 6f NAAQs. The PM;
emissions were not modeled, because the net PM,; emissions decreased as a result of replacing the dryer
at the facility. Section 2.0 of DEQ’s Air Quality Modeling Guideline states: “A modeling analysis is
generally required with each pérmit application for new construction or a modification that results in an
increase in emissions of pollutants for sources permitied by DEQ.” '

The modeling resuits for the CO, SO, and NO, are summarized in Table 5.3.1.

Table 5.3.1 CO, §0;, AND NO; AMBIENT IMPACT ANALYSIS RESULTS

Total Ambient

' Facility Ambient Background »
Pollutant A‘:::g;“ Impact Concentration concentration wf’? l;‘::’gs‘if
(pg/m)* (pg/m™* (ay/m®*

o | -hour 3454 3,600 3,949.4 40,600 9.9
§-hour 105.0 - 2,300 2,405.0 16,000 24
3-hour 754 34 109.4 1,300 8.4

50, 24-hour 8.6 26 44.6 365 12.2
Annual 0.75 8 8.75 80 10.9

NO; Annual 0,72 17 17,72 100 17.7

Micrograms per cubic meter

b National Ambient Air Quality Standards

The TAPs emissions that exceeded the screening emission limits of IDAPA 58.01.01.585-586 are
modeled and are included in Appendix C of this statement of basis. A summary of the modeled TAPs
are included in Table 5.3.2 below. All TAPs emissions from this facility show compliance with the
TAPs increments in accordance with JIDAPA 58.01.01.585-586.

Table $.3.2 TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT AMBIENT IMPACT RESULTS

Poliutant Modeled Toxic Air Pollutant Percent of Toxic Air
_ Concentration (u/m’y* | Standard (ug/m®)* Pollutant Standard

2,3,7.8-TCDD 4.0E-11 2.2E-8 0.18
Acetaldehyde L.7E-2 0.45 338

Arsenic 6. 566 2.3E-4 2.8
Benzene 5.1E-3 0.12 4.3
Benzo(a)pyrene 6.5E6 3.0E-4 2.2
Cadmium . _6.5E-6 5.6E-4 1.2
Chromium 1,98E-3 28 0.008
Formaldehyde 4.0E-2 0.077 519

HCY 0.076 378 9.02
Chromium VI 6.55-6 R.3E-5 7.8

Nickel £2E-4 4.2E-3 19.5
Phosphorus 0.01 3 G.2
Propionaldehyde 0.047 215 0.21
Quinone 0.057 20 0.29

* Misrograms per cubic meter
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5.4 Regulatory Review
This PTC is subject tb the following permitting requirements:

IDAPA 58.01.01.20]...cvviviminrcnranns i uired

Interstate proposes to construction a stationary source that does not qualify for a PTC exemption in any
of Sections 220 through 223 of the Rules. Therefore, a PTC is required.

TDAPA 58.01.01.203.......cccvc e rveereenen, PEIIRS gggm';gmg' nts for New and Modified Stationary Sources

All PTC applications are required to demonstrate compliance with the terms of IDAPA 58.01.01.203.
This section of the Rules requires that Interstate demonstrate that emissions from the new HMA drum
mix dryer will comply with all applicable emissions standards, and will not cause or significantly
contribute to a violation of any ambient air quality standard.

IDAPA 58.01.01.205

Modifications in A_t;gmmem gr Unclmlﬁable Areas
This facility does not emit or have the potential to emit any regulated PSD poliutant at major source
threshold levels. Therefore, PSD permitting requirements do not apply.

IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01 ¢ Opportunity for Public Comment

This PTC is subject to the provisions of IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.c. An opportunity for public comment
on the PTC application was provided, in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.c,, during which
time, comments were received from a citizen. DEQ provide the proposed PTC for a formal public
comment period in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.¢c. The public comments period started
from June 1, 2004, and ended on June 30, 2004, Responses to the comments are provided in Appendix E
of this statement of basis,

IDAPA 580101210 nstration of Preconstruction Complisnce with Toxic
: Standards

The TAPs emissions resulting from burning of natural gas, propane gas, No. 2 fuel oil, and used oil in

the HMA drum dryer were estimated. Appendix A of this document contains all TAPs emissions from

the HMA drum dryer. All TAPs emissions from the dryer were demonstrated to meet the requirements

specified in IDAPA 58.01.01.21 (} Refer to the modehng review memorandum in Appendzx C of this

document, : .

IDAPA 58.01.01.212..crrrrennee Qbligation o Comply

Receipt of this PTC does not relieve Interstate from the responsibility to comply with all federal, state,
and local rules and regulations.

IDAPA 58.01.01.225.......ccccvrevrereeennene.. Permit to Construct Processing Fees

‘The combined emissions increase from this project is subject to the fee provisions of IDAPA
58.01.01.225, and Interstate was assessed a PTC processing fee of $7,500.00 for an increase in
emissions of 220.52 T/yr. The processing fee was paid May 28, 2004,

IDAPA 58.01.01.577..cciirivnrnnnnns, Alnbient Air ) or Specific Air Poliutants

Ambient air quality modeling predicts this facility will not cause or contribute to a violation of any
applicable ambient air quality standard, The modeling analysis is presented in Appendix C.
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IDAPA 58.01.61.625.....ccccveivrseennennnn. Visibie Emissions Limitation

Emissions from all stationary point sources in the state of Idaho are required to comply with the opacity
standards of IDAPA 58.01.01.625-626, uniess exempted under Section 625.01. The HMA drom mix
dryer stack at the facility is subject to this standard,

IDAPA 58.01.01.650......ccccccccevrurernee. Rutles for the Control of Fugitive Dust

All stationary sources are required to comply with the fugitive dust prevention requirements of IDAPA
58.01.01.650-651. _

40 CFR 60 Subpart L......covvrisrinernsennn Standards of Performance for Hot Mix Asp_. halt Facilities

This subpart is applicable to the HMA plant facility and to the RAP processing system according to
60.90 (a), as follows: “(@} The affected facility to which the provisions of this subpart apply is each hot
mix asphalt facility. For the purpose of this subpart a hot mix asphalt facility is comprised only of any
combination of the following: dryers, systems for screening, handling, storing, and weighing hot
aggregate, systems for loading, transferring, and storing mineral filler, systems for mixing hot mix
asphait, and the loading, transfer, and storage systems associated with emission control systems.” Also,
per 60.90(b), the HMA plant dryer and the RAP system are a facility that “commences construction or
modification after June 11, 19737

Section 60.92, Standard for particulate matter, states: (@) On and afler the date on which the
performance test required to be conducted by 60.8 is completed, no owner or operator subject to the
provisions of this subpart shall discharge or cause the discharge into the atmosphere from any affected
Jacility any gases which: (1) Contain particulate matter in excess of 90 mg/dsem (0.04 grrdsch). (2)
Exhibit 20 percent opacity, or greater.

The loading, transferring, and storing systems associated with the HMA plant facility are subject to the
opacity testing requirement specified in 40 CFR 60.8, 60.92(a)}(2), and 60.93(b)(2). 40 CFR 60.93(b}(2)
specifies that Method 9 and the procedures in 60.11 be used to determine opacity. Permit Conditions 2.3
and 2.4 incorporate the 40 CFR 60.92 requirements, Permit Condition 2.19 requires testing. Permit
Condition 2,21 recommends that a test protocol be submitted prior to testing and Permit Condition 2.22
requires that the test results be submitted to DEQ within 30 days after the date that the testing is
concluded.

In addition to the testing required by Subpart I, the facility is required to test the affected facility for
particulate emissions and visible emissions at least once every five years,

40 CFR 60 Subpart 000 ........c.ruuseurmmne

Subpart OO0 does not apply to the HMA facility or to the RAP equipment

The section for applicability and designation of affected facility, 60.670 (a)(1), is as follows: “Except as
provided in paragraphs (@}(2), (b), (c), and (d} of this section, the provisions of this subpart are
applicable to the following affected facilities in fixed or portable nonmetallic mineral processing plants:
each crusher, grinding mill, screening operation, bucket elevator, belt conveyor, bagging operation,
storage bin, enclosed truck or railcar loading station. Also, crushers and grinding mills at hot mix
asphalt facilities that reduce the size of nonmetallic minerals embedded in recycled asphailt pavement
and subsequent affected facilities up to, but not including, the first storage silo or bin are subject to the
provisions of this subpart.”

“(b) An affected facility that is subject to the provisions of subpart F or I or that follows in the plant
process any facility subject to the provisions of subparts F or I of this part is not subject to the
provisions of this subpart.”

Section 40 CFR 60.670(a)(1) above does not apply to the RAP in this PTC, Section 40 CFR
60.670(a)(1) specifically applies to crushers and grinding mills (and subsequent facilities). This permit
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application does not include a RAP crusher or grinding mill, It has a lump breaker. The RAP is crushed
at a separate facility prior to processing at this facility, The lump breaker at this facility breaks up
clumps of conglomerated RAP fo a size that is fed onto a conveyor. Oversize stone is rejected, not
crushed, by the system. A February 27, 2004, letter from Interstate to DEQ, in which the company
submitted additional information for PTC No. P-04010], shows an example of a RAP breaker. That
letter is provided in Appendix A of this document. Clearly, the lump breaker is not a crusher, and
therefore, Subpart Q0O is not applicable to the lump breaker.

In addition, this facility is subject to Subpart [, and, per 'Subpart 000 (b), Subpart OO0 is not
applicable to facilities, which are subject to Subpart L

40 CFR 279 ..ovivrimrenseniscssrinnenannns. Standards for the Management of Used Oil

Part 279.11 contains specifications for used oil which include allowable levels for arsenic, cadmium,
chromium, lead, the flash point, and total halogens. The limit for total halogens is listed at 4,000 ppm
maximum. However, used oil containing more than 1,000 ppm total halogens is presumedto bea
hazardous waste under the rebuttable presumption provided under § 279.10{(b)(1). Such used cil is
subject to subpart H of part 266 of this chapter rather than this part when burned for energy recovery
unless the presumption of mixing can be successfully rebutted. According to Interstate Concrete and
Asphait Company, the used oil that is used by the facility does not contain total halogens greater than
1,000 ppm, so, as agreed with the facility, the permit limits the total halogens to 1,000 ppm,

Permit Condition 2.9 states that, in accordance with 40 CFR 279.1 1, used oil burned for energy recovery
shall not exceed any of the aliowable levels of the constituents and property listed in Table 2.2.

TABLE 2.2 USED OIL SPECIFICATIONS'

Constituent/property Alowable level
Arsenic S prm® maximurm :
Cadmium 2 ppm maximum
Chromium 19 ppm maximum
{ead F00 pom mandmurm
Flash point 100 deg. F minimum
Total halogens 1.000 pom maximum

© The specification does not apply to mixtures of used off and hazardous waste that continue to be regutated as
hazardous wasts {sec 40 CFR 279.10(b).
¢ parts per million

This table is based on Table | from 40 CFR 279.11, incorporating the 1,000 ppm limit for total halogens
as expiained above.

55 FeeReview =~ -~ -~ o+ - oxoa o omo

Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company paid the $1,000 application fee as required in IDAPA
58.01.61.224 on January 15, 2604.

A permit to construct processing fee of $7,500.00 is required in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.225,
because the increase in emissions from the modification was more than 100 T/yr. The $7,500.00
processing fee was received May 28, 2004,

The Interstate Concrete and Asphait Company facility is not a major facility as defined in IDAPA
58.01.01.008.10. Therefore, registration fees are not applicable in accordance w;th IDAPA
58.01,01.387.

6. PERMIT CONDITIONS
This section lists the permit conditions required to demonstrate compliance with emissions and ambient

air quality standards.
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Permit Condition 2.3 limits PM emissions from the drum dryer stack to the NSPS emissions limit of 0.4
gr/dscf and the opacity to no more than 20% opacity as required by 40 CFR Part 60.92(a)(1).

Permit Condition 2.4 limits the opacity from all other affected facilities to no more than 26% opacity as
required by 40 CFR Part 60.92(a)(1).

Permit Condition 2.5 limits CO emissions to 96.2 T/yr. CO is the poliutant emitted in the greatest
quantity and its limit establishes the facility’s potential to emit.

Permit Condition 2.8 limits the type of fuel that can be burned in the drum dryer burner, The allowable
fuels are natural gas, propane, diesel fuel (No. 2 fuel oil), and used oil.

Permit Condition 2.9 limits the concentration of arsenic, cadmium, chromium, lead and total halogens in
any used oil the facility may burn. The used oil’s flash point is also limited. Total halogens are limited
to 1,000 ppm to assure the used oil cannot be classified as hazardous waste.

Permit Condition 2.10 limits the sulfur content in the diesel fuel and used oil to-a maximum 0.5% by
weight.

Permit Condition 2.11 limits the hot-mix asphalt production of the facility to 1,480,000 T/yr. This limit
and Permit Condition 2.15 establish the facility’s potential to emit.

Permit Condition 2.15 limits the HMA plant’s hours of operation to 3,700 hr/yr.

Permit Condition 2.16 requires the permittee to monitor the pressure drop across the drum dryer
baghouse stack once per day when operating 1o make sure the baghouse is operating according to the
manufacturers recommended pressure drop operating range; requires the permit monitor and record the
hot-mix asphait production to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition 2.11; and requires the
permit monitor and record the hours of operation to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition
2.15.

Permit Condition 2.19 requires that the permittee conduct a performance test to measure PM emissions
to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition 2.3. Testing is required at least once every five years.

Permit Condition 2.20 restricts operations in any PM;, nonattainment area or proposed PM
nonattainment area. If the permittee wants to operate in one of these areas, a permit allowing such
operations is required. - S S T

Permit Condition 2.21 requires an analysis of all used to demonstrate that its constituents do not exceed
the limits provided by Permit Condition 2.9,

Permit Condition 2.24 requires that the permittee monitor and record the fuel sulfur content (diese! fuel
and used oil) on an as-received-basis to demonstrate compliance with Permit Condition 2.10.

7. PUBLIC COMMENT
A public comment period was provided in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.c from June |

through June 30, 2004, Comments on the proposed permit were provided by a member of the public.
Those comments and DEQ’s response is provided as Appendix E.
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8. RECOMMENDATION
Based on review of application materials, and all applicable state and federal rules and regulations, staff
recommend that Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company in Rathdrum be issued a final PTC
No. P-040101 for the new HMA plant, A public comment period on the air quality aspects of the
proposed PTC No. P-040101was provided in accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.c.

HE/sd Permit No. P-040101
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APPENDIX A

Emissions Inventory

P-040101



Technical Analysis

February 19, 2004

Interstate Concrete & Asphalt, Coear d’Alene
P-040101 |

Prepared by:

Dan Pitman, Senior Engineer
Division of Technical Services



Acronyms, Units, and Chemical Nomenclatures |

ackn actual cubic feet per minute

co carbon monoxide

DEQ Department of Environmental Quality

iohe pound per hour

NOx nitrogen oxides

PM . Particuiste Matter : o ’

PMyo Particulate Matler with an aerodynamic diameter iess than or equal fo & nominal 10 micrometers
80, . sulfur dioxide _

Thr Tons per yeer



.’URPOSE

Technical Analysis/interstate Concrete & Asphalt/Cosr ¢'Alene
Fobraary 18, 2004

The purpose for tﬁis memporandum is to review the emissions estimates provided by hzmte Asphalt &
Concrete (Interstate) in & permit to construct application.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Interstate is proposing to increase the capacity of a drum mix asphalt plant. Interstate is also proposing to use
waste oil and fuel oil in addition to propsne and natural gas. - :

TECHNICAL ANALYSIS -

Process Description

i
Aggregate is heated and dried in a rotating drum. The heated and dried aggregate is then mixed with liquid
asphalt cement. Particulate matter emissions from the drum dryer are controlled by a baghouse,

Equipment Listing
CMI PTD-400 Hot mix asphalt plant dryer
Emissions Estimates

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) conducted confirmatory emissions estimates to compare to
the emissions estimates supplied by the applicant for a 400-ton per hour drum mix asphalt plant. The applicant
proposed an annual production liritation of 1,480,000 tons per year. Both the applicant’s and DEQ’s emissions
estimates are based on EPA AP-42), Section 11.1 emissions factors for hot mix asphalt plants, Appendix A
contains DEQ's emissions estimates for the drum mix asphalt plant while firing natural gas, number 2 fuel oil .
and waste 0il. Appendix B contains & summary of DEQ’s emissions estimates and the applicant’s emissions
estimates for worst case emissions. ’ .

Table | gives a summary of the criteris air pollutant emissions estimates for the drum dryer.
Table 1. Potential Emissions from Drum Dryer

o N Ll L L W

13.2 8.2 2 232 52 128 6.06-3-

" kate 2442 1702 | 407 | 4202 | e62 | 23.68 11162

; I ‘w ]
s} Particulate matter :
b) Particulsts matter with an scrodynamic diameter less than or equal to a nominal 10 micrometers
c) Nitrogen oxides
d) Sulfur dioxide
¢) Carbon monoxide
f) -Volatile organic compound
% Lead

' Compilation of Air Pollutant Emissions Factors (AP-42), Fifth Edition, Volume I: Stationary Point and Area
Sources, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.



Technicat Analysis/interstate Concrete & AsphalCoeur d'Alsns
: February 18, 2004

Stack Parameter Basis

' The applicant provided stack and exhaust gas parameters in the application. An induced dra ft fan moves the air
through the drum mix dryer to the baghouse, Table 2 gives the stack parameters provided in the application.

Table 2. Stack Parameters for Asphalt Plant Dryer

“Stack PRIt | Stack Diameter | Gas Flowrste | SWEK Tenp. |
9 Y YN IOV T Y M 1 ; 1
‘ 30 4.66 83202 275
Operating Parameters
Operationsl Factors

Air pollution emissions estimates from the drum dryer are dependent on the rate at which aggregste is processed
through the dryer, the type of fuel that is used by the dryer and the type of air pollution control device used. The
emissions estimates in this memorandum are based on: an aggregate throughput of 400 tons per hour and
1,480,000 tons per year; the fuel used is cither waste oil, natural gas or number 2 fuel oil; and the air pollution
control device is a baghouse. Emissions estimates for the drum mix dryer while using nutural ges as a fuel can
‘be assumed to be equivalent to emissions that would occur when the dryer is utilizing propane as s fuel.

Metal emissions from the dnum mix asphalt plants are the same whether they are processing recycled asphalt
pavement (RAP) or normal aggregate (AP-42, Table 11.1-12, footmote a.}. For ali other pollutants no emissions
factors were available dryers while using RAP. AP-42 Table 11.1-10, footnote b, says that tests on processing
RAP in drum mix dryers yielded limited data, so the effect of recyeled asphalt processing on emissions could -
not be determined.

DP/st  P-040101



Appendix A

- Drum Mix Dryer Emissions Estimates



" lntarstate Concrwie and Asphult
Uned OF Fiead Drum Mix Asphalt Piant Dryer With Fabec Filer

000087 2.88ED
0.00018] 8.40E-02

20E~
SOE
3. AL

[TotlH 1306

123487 B-HoCOF 8. 50E

.9.8,4.7 BoHpCDF | 2.70E-1

Trcist HoCDF 1 00E-§4

Octs € 48032

Eﬁg&. 4.00E-11

otsl PCODPCDF 1.20E10

4.10E-07] 1.84E-04 :

0.0013 5.80E081 2 20E.08 407E-03
2 80E08 2.80E-08 1.04E-C5] 167E-08
£.00030 8.10E.081 1.24€.03] 220E.C
0.00024 4.50E-07! 1.80E.04l 3.35E-D4
0.0031 1.50E-08] 6.00E-08 {11E-02
0.00007 7.70E.08] 308E-03] 57DE-08
4.00E-08 2.80E.08] 1.04E.00 1.42E-0%
2.00E-05 .30E.080 2.52E.02] 4 88E.02
0.00013 2.80E-05; 1.12E-02! ZO07E.02
0.00018 4 BOE-OT: 1.82E.04 SSSE.04
4.80E-05 3.50E-07] 1AOE.D4] 2.80E.04
0.0028 4.10E.08] 1 84E-08] 303508
0.0007 a.wg-aal 2.44€-02] 481502

2) Emission feciors are from AP-62 11,1, Hot Mix Asphalt Plants
b} Pounds perton

¢} Pounds per hour

d} Tons per year

o} IDAPA Toxic Alr Polkaant



Naturel Gas Fired Drurn Mix Asphelt Plant Dryer With Fabric Filter

Hourly Throughpat
Annual Throughput

400 e
1480000 htiyr

24,47

e

e) IDAPA Toxic A¥ Pofiutant

2 13.2 4.42] [Perylene 8.80E-08] 3.52E-06] 6.512E-06
PM-10 (lotal) 0.023 (¥ 17.02 rene 7.60E-06] 3.04E-03| 5.62E-03
0.13 52 562| {Pyrene S40E-07] 2.16E-04] 4.00E-04
0.028 104] 16.24| [Bulane 0.000687] 2.66E-01] 4.86E-01
& 0.0034 138]  2.516] [Ethyiene 0.007] 2.80E+00] 5.18E+00
VOE —0.032 12.8] _ 23.68| [Heptane 0.0084| 3.76E+00! 6.06E+00
ride No Dsta 2-Methyi-1-pentene 3.064] 1.60E+00] 2.06E+00
- [Benzene® 0.00038]  0.156]  0.2886 |2-Methyl-2-butene 0.00058] 2.32E-01] 4.20E.01]
Ethylbenzene* 0.00024]  0.088]  0.1778] [3-Methyipentane 0.00018] 7.60E-02] 141E-01
[Formeidehyde" 0.0031 124 2264} [1-Pentene 0.0022! 8.80E-01] 1.63E+00
IFexane® 0.00092]  0388]  0.6808] |n-Pentane 0.00021] 8.40E-02] 1.55E-01
1sooctane 4.00E-05] 1.60E-02] 2.06E-02) [Antimony® 1.80E-071 7.20E-08] 1.33E.04
Meothyl chioroform® 4.80E-05] 1.82E-02] 3.55E.02| |Arsenkc® 580E-07] 2.24E-04] 4.14E-04
Toluene® 0.00015] 6.00E-02] 1.11E-01 {Berium® 5.80E-06] 2.32E-03] 4.28E-03
Xylane' 0.0002| 8.00E-02i 148E-01; {Beryllium® 0l 0.00E+00{ 0.00E+00
CXY 7.40E-05] 2.96E.02] 548E-02| [Cadmium® 4.10E-07] 1.84E-04] 3.03E-04
Acenaphthene 1.40E-06] 5.60E-04] 1.04E-03| [Chromium* 5.50E-06] 2.20E-03] 4.07E-03
Acenaphthylene B.6OE-08] 3.44E-03] 6.36E.03] iCobalt® 260E-08] 1.04E-05] 1.92E05
IAnthracens 2.20E-07] 8.80E-08] 1.63E-04] [Copper® . 3.10E-08] 1.24E-03] 2.20E-03
Benzo(e)anthracene | 2.10E-07| 8AOE-05] 1.S5E.04] [Hexavalent Chromium® | 4.50E-O7{ 1.80E-04] 3.33E-04|
Berzo(a)pyrene® 0.80E-08| 3.02E.06| 7.25E-06] |Lead 6.20E-O7] 2.48E-04] 4.50E-04
Benzo(b)fiuoranthene | 1.00E-07| 4.00E-05] 7.40E-05] [Mengsnese® 7.70E-06 3.08E-03] 5.70E-03
 Benzole 1 1.10E-07] 440E-05! 8.14E-05; {Mercury® 2.40E-07] 8.80E-05| 1.78E-04
W olghhperyiene | 4.00E-08] 180E.0S] 256E-05( [Nickel® 6.30E-05] 2.52E-02] 4.86E-02
[Benzotkucranthene | 4.10E-08] 1.64E.05! 3.03E-05| {Phosphorus® 2,.80E-08| 1.12E-02| 2.07E.02
Chiysens 1.80E-07] 7.20E.08| 1.33E-04] [Siiver® 4,80E-07| 1.02E.04] 3.85E.04
Fluoranthene 6.10E-07] 244E-04] 4.51E-04] [Selenlum® 3.50E-07] 1.40E-04] 2.50E.04
Fiuorene 3.80E-08] 1.52E03] 2.81E-03 [Thailium® 4.90E-08) 1.64E-068] 3.03E-08
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene | 7.00E-08] 280E-06] 518E-06} {Zinc” 6.10E-05] 2.44E-02] 4.51E-02
Naphthalene® 9.00E-05| 3.60E-02| 6.66E-02 '
a) Emission fuclors are from AP-42 11.1, Hot Mix Asphait Piants
b} Pounds per ton
¢} Pounds per hour
d) - Tonis per year



olarstate Corcrwin and Asphel
" %2 Fush OF Fired Druvn Mix Asphait £t Drywr With Fabric Filer

Hourly ‘Throughyss . 00
Arnosl Theoughgsat 1400000

I 0.0831 1.2
10 0,028 ]
KE]
[ 2%
.01 4.4
e ) ;T
HCL® No —
£.,00038 ,
0.00024 0,008
0.0084% 1

00039 11664008
5.006.02

Berrene”
Formeehyde’ -

3 .
iscoctne jﬁ%ﬁ 1.80E-02
Mt . AB0E-08; 18247
Tokawrw®

BaA
:

-
lz.
il

;A%
i

|
o

b8

alonfaininla

59%—-3?] m ‘1
£.80€.081 4, 40__:_._._

s} Emission taciors s from AP-42 115, Hot Mbc Asphait Parts
b} Pourds per ton

6} Pourds per o

4} Tons peryeer

#) APA Toxi Al Pollutert



Appendix B

Summary of Emissions Estimates



interstate Concrate and Asphalt
Maxdenom Emissions from Drum Dryer using Naturs! Gas, #2 Fusl Ol or Waste OF with Fabric Fitee

s} Emission sstimaias made by DEQ using AP-42, Section 11.1 Emissions Factors
b} Emission satimates provided in the anpiication received on January 26, 2004
- €} Applicant determined that combined dioxdn snd furen emissions 1o compere 1o the
tepde: incremend listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.586 1s 1,23E-8 pounds per hour
d) DAPA Towic Al Poliutant
NO = Not Determined
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CONCRETE & ASPHALT

P- pdolo| Radd

January 23, 2004

Bill Rogers

Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quahty
1410 N, Hilton

Boisge, ID 83706

Subject: Permit to Construct 55-00048 Modification

‘Dear Mr. Rogers,

1 have qncloséd two cbpics_lof the "request to modify along with a CD-Rom of the
Modelmg Files for our existing plant site. This modification will allow us to rcplace the
existing asphalit plam with & plant capable of buming Spec-Oil and the use of RAP.

We respectﬁﬂiy requcst that our Permit to Construct be modaﬁed to accommodate the

above. Please contact me st 765-1144 if you need additional information to make the
requested revision to our pemm

Snmly, ‘ ;

CorkyWrtherwax
Aggregate Sales/
Enwonmental Manager
RECEIVEP
I 28 m_‘m
W,fpyufﬂ" |
Iﬂﬁﬂlﬂlll |

18859 ‘ |
845 Waest Kathlesn Avanue Coeur d'Alene, idaho 83814 » (2{_}8) 765-1144 « FAX (208) 7663773
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Interstate Cencrete and Asphalt Company
~Asphalt Plant
| Rathdrum, Idaho

, Air Qualxty Permlt Apphcatmn Mod:ficatlon - |

Wyoming Plant
Permlt No. 55-00048

Aspen File: }CAOSH’?

Prepared for:

Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company
845 West Kathleen Avenue '
- Coetrr d’Alene, Idaho 83814

Pfepared by:

Aspen Consulting & Engineering, Inc.
, P.O.Box 4822 | .
" Helena, Montans 59604
 (406) 4575188
pecEV e
E - T\ 15 T o
January 19, 2004 M .
ot
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10  INTRODUCTION

Intersiate Concrete and Asphalt Company (Interstate) owns and operates an asphalt plant
in Rathdrum, Idaho known s the Wyoming Plant. Interstate is requesting an air quality
* Permitto’ Construct modification for this famlzty

The Wyoming Plant curverily operstes & Gencor Indusiries/10332, drum mix, natural

‘ ggs,ﬁmdhotmzxasphaitplmdrycr The maximum productwnmteofthedryctm 300
" tons per hour of asphalt. This facility is currently restricted to 5,500 hours ofopmtmn

per year. .

. A concrete batch plant and & rock crushing plant are also located at the Wyoming Plant
" faclity. The conerete batch plant is curently limited to 1,752,000 cubic yards per any
consecutive 12-month period and the rock: crushing plant s limited to 831 ,338 tons per
© year per my consecutwc i2-monthpenod. '

11 PROPOSED PERMIT MODIFICATION

The existing permit is now Listed as owned by Central Pre-Mix. Interstate wishesto .
change the permmit owner name to Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company. Both
Central Pre-Mix and Interstate are owned by CPM Development Corporat:oa. ’Ihwefore,
the name change shcruld be administrative.

_ _mmmpmposesm rcpiaccthém;isliﬁg 300-ton perhcin' hot mix asphalt plamd!w
'w,gha.qoo.wnpm'howcmma@oodmmxmxdzyermﬂxbaghousecoml Interstate -
mmomwmovcﬁmmtpnma:ycmsha andrcplaccxtmthasoo-tonp«
hour portable crusher, whachwxllbelocatedatthe Wyommg?iaxﬁonanasnwdedhasas
' and be controlled by water spray.

. Interstate also pmpoées to iﬁcl_ude the use of recycled asphalt pavement (RAP)
equipment. RAP equipment will allow Interstate to substitute RAP for cold aggregate.



. Although the percentagc ofRAP used will vary, Interstate plans an equal swap ofRAP y

for cold aggregate. Therefore, no particulate emissions increase will oceur.

Included in the RAP process are an additional bin, a Jump breaker (an enclosed low
magymtormangmaﬂthatbreaksupthcwuklmnps thattmdtoformmacrushed
RAPpﬂe),andtwoconvem ' ‘

. ‘Als'a, Interstate proposes to bum waste oil, fuel oil, and natural gas s fuelfor theasphalt
| plant dryer. The proposed waste il fuel is sold under the generic name “On-Spec” oil.

On-Spec oil meets the used oil speczﬁcat:ons outlined in Chapter 279 of the Code of
Federal Regulations, Subpart B (279 CFR, Subpart B). “

Interstate requests the permit be modified o limit the total tons of hot-mix asphalt -

produced to 1,480,000 tons of HMA during any caléndr year to avoid the facility

becoming a major source under the Title V operating permit program. This amount of -
HMA equates to of 3,700 hours per year at i pmam:i&n.

Interstate does not propose to changc the existing throughput hxmtauons for the concrete
batch phmt or the rock crushing plant, '

Idaho Depanment of Envxronmcnta! Quality (DEQ) Standard Permit to Construct

appilcanon forms are provxded in Appendix A. Facility maps are prcmded in Append:x |

B.
.12 PROCESS DESCRIPTION

The asphalt planthas a _ﬁ‘qnt»end loader to transfer stockpiled aggregate to five cold Ifeod
bins, Aggregate is dispensed from the bins onto slow moving feeder conveyors, sorted.
by s scalping screen for proportioned size gradations, and finally introduced to & drum
mix dryer. Interstate is secking 10 allow this drum dryer to burn used oil, fue] oil, and
natural gas. - ' |



Aggﬁgate travels tb:rough the rotatiné drum counter-current to the beatmg media. The -
material is then heatcd and dried and mixed with liquid asphalt cement. The resultmg hot
mix asphalt is then conveyed to hot storage bins until it can be loaded into dump u-ncks
for transport off site. Figure 1 provides a general process flow diagram.

" The concrete batch plant receives raw materials at the site by truck and are then dumped |
onto stcrage piles or conveyed into storage silos. Sand, course sggregete, cerment, and fly
ash are stored site in silos. These raw materials are ccmbmed to fmn the ﬁna! concree
product.

Upon demand for concrete, the raw mattmals are wc:ghed and dumped mto a ccmem

'truck in the appropriste proporhons Watez is added and the shury is xmxad and prcpared
' for off-site delivery of the final product. :

' The rock crushing plant’s quarried stone is dumped into & hopper feeder that feeds the
facility’s primary crusher. Reject material from the primary crusher is conveyed to the
stacker scalp pile. Crushed material is cenveyed to the pnmary screen and thm conveyed
‘to one of two Seconda:ycmshm Stone is again crushed and sent via conveyor to
additional screens, The tertiary screens select and convey product-sized material to
Joadout bunkers and retumn over-sized material to be recrushed in tertiary crushers until
product-sized magerial is produced. |
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20 Emssxozits INVENTORY

messxons were calculazed for both cntem and toxic pollutants The foilowmg sectzons
desm’be the melhodologaes, references, and results.

" 21. CRITERIA POLLUTANTS

- Emissions estimates were calculatt;d_ for the following criteria pollutants: Nitrogen
Oxides (NO,), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Sulfur Dioxide (SO), Volatile Orgariic |
Compounds (VOC), Particulate Matter (PM), and Particulate Matter with an amdynannc
diameter of less than 10 microns (PMio). | ‘

The EPA document AP-42, Section 11.1 emission factors (December 2000 edition) for
" Hot-Mix Asphalt Plants was used for estimating emissions of the criteria pollutants.

' Emission factors were chosen for drum plants equipped with a fabric filter utilizing the
' worst-case factor for natural gas, waste oil (estimate for used oil), orl fuel oil, ln‘ some
cases, the emission factors were the same regard}ess of fuel type. PM and PMm emission
factors mciudc both the ﬁitcmblc and condensabie ﬁachcaa.

Emission totals, in tons per year, were based on a restriction of 1 48000010nspwyearof

HMA. Hourly emission rates in pounds per hour (Tb/kr) were determined using the
proposed maximum productw:; rate of 400 tons per hour.

Since the rock crus}x:ng plant and concrete batch plant emissions restrictions are pmposod
to remain the same, no change from the current existing pmmﬁed levels is expected.

An intemet search for toxic cmission factors did not reveal any information regarding the
use of RAP materials in HMA plant dryers, and therefore the toxic e:mssmns are
_ assznnednottochmgcductothemofm



Table 2~i below presents a summary of the cntena pollutant emissions mventory , .
Interstate requests the current permitted allowable emission lnmts be modified to reﬁect
the emission Jevels as shown in Teble 2-1. A ;nore detailed emissions inventory”

spreadsheet is included in Appendix C.
TABLE 2-1 .
CRITERIA POLLUTANT .
EMISSIONS SUMMARY
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPH.ALT
WYOMING FACILITY. -
- Pollutant . Emissions (tomlyear)
NO,. . 407
CO S 96.2
80, - . 429
YOC - ' 237
_ PMyo L 77.2
NOx Nitrogen Oxides
O Catbon Monoxide
$Oy Sultur Dioxide

VoL Volatile Orgmnic Compounds
PMie Particulne Matier (aerodynmmic dinmeter < 10 microns)

22 TOXIC AIR POLLUTANTS

Toxic sir pollutasits were estimated using AP-42, Section 11.1 emission factors .
(December 2000 edition) for Hot-Mix Asphalt Plants. Only emission factors for toxics
listed in IDAPA 58.01.01.585 and 586 wgé selected from AP-42. The worst-case
emission factors were chosen from natural gas, waste oil (estimate for used oil),orﬁ;el'
oil factors. In some cases, the emission factors were the same regardless of fuel type.

Polycyclic organic matter (POM) and pon»aro:ﬁatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), were
determined as equivalent Benzo(a)pyrene. As noted by IDAPA 58.01.01.586, the |
 emission factors for the following PAHs were first summed and then added to the - .



emission factor for Benzo{a)pyrenc to determine if emission levels of PAHs were within
acceptable limits: ,

% Benzo(a)anthracene
» Benzo(b)luoranthene
» Benzo(k)fluoranthene
» Dibenzo(s b)anthracene
» Chrysene -
© » Indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene

" Emission estimates for toxics are caic'ulaied to determine if the toxic ponum resulting -
. from the pmposed facility modification will be within acccpmb!e levels as prov:ded forin

mAPA 58.01.01. 585 and 586. This rule exempts specxﬁc toxics if they are below the

. screening emissions level (EL) or if they e below the scoeptable smbient concentration :

(AAC) or acceptable ambient concentration for carcinogens (AACC) as preac::ibed by

this rule. ' ) '

Table 2.2 below presents an emissions smnmary for toxic air pollutants. Compounds
listed in bold signify that the pound per hour emission rate is above the EL for that
compound. ’I'hesccompoundsmshownwbebelawtheMCaorMCCsm Secmm?: 0
ofttus document. '



TABLE 2-2
TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT
EMISSIONS SUMMARY .
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPHALT _
' WYOMING FACILITY
Emissions e Idmbe - l -
Pollutaat . Facter Em B 1 ¥
o .
b378-TCDD (TEQ) “309E7 123809 150>
cetsidebyde 0.0013 0.5200 0.0030
0.00083 0.3320 - 11900
crolein 2.60E-05 0.0104 0.017%
rtirmony 1.80E-07 ©.0001 0.033
5.60E-07 0.0002 1.50B-06 I
wae 0.00039 0.1560 0.0008
ro(s)anthracenc 2.10E.07 - .
ro(s)pyrene™* - 5.488.07 - 0.5002 1.00%.06
zo{b)flucranthene LOOEQT L. b
enzo(k)floursnthene 4.10E-08 . "
Berylliom 0 o 2.808.0%
Cadudum . 4,308.07 0.0002 370806
Chromdus 5.50E-06 0.0022 5.60B-07
Chrvace 1.805-07 - - .
o 2.60E-08 0.0000 3.30B-03
ot 3.10B-06 0.0012 1.30802-
Crotonaldehyd 8.60E-05 0.0344 0.380
Ethylbenzene 0.00024 0.0960 2%9.00
Formaldehyde 0.0031 1.2400 0.00081
. 0.00021 0.0840 0.08
0.0094 3.7600 1090
xane . 0.00092 0.3680 12.000
Hexsvalent chrominm - A.50E-07 0.0002 5.60B.47
indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene " 7.00E.09 . . .
ooctane (2,2,4-trimethylpentane) 4.008-05 0.0160 23300
1.70E-06 0.0031 C 6.0E02 |
retn 2.60E-06 0.0010 3.00803 -
ptiryl Chioroforss 4.80B-05 - 00192 127.000
Ethyl Ketone 2.00E-05 0.0080 3%300 .
6.30E-05 0.0252 2.705-08
0.00021 0.0840 118.000
2.80E-05 0.0112 . 7.008-03-
0.00013 0.0520 T 00287
Yultio 0.00016 0.0640 0.027




TABLE 2-2 (CONTINUED)

TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT
_ EMISSIONS SUMMARY
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPHALT
' - WYOMING FACILITY
. Emissions . Jdake -
Pollutant . Peer | FEmm | g
. AS0B-07 T 0001 1.30B-02.
480847 9.0002 " 7.00B.03
410808 |- 00000 7.00E.03
0.0026 - Lie00 25,000
6.70E-05 0.0268 . 11700
0.0002 - 0.0800 - 29.00
6.10E-08 T 0044 6.6TE-01
m, Emissions Level
» “Total PAHs are considered as equivalents of benzo{a)pyrene. Emmonmefmﬂ:eowwﬂn

with & “** in the Jdsho EL colummn mdddm?%uqmmwtme.
30 SCREEN MODELING ANALYSIS

Modeling of the dxya stack emissions was comipleted using the EPA-approved
SCREENS sir dispersion model. SCREENS is a conservative model that uses worst-case
mcteorologiéai data and calculates 8 maximum 1-hour average ambient concentration.

31 MODELMUTPARAA;EI‘ERS :

Model inputs for stack height, flow, and temperature were prov:&ed by Interstaze. The
dryer stack is a rectangular stack measuring 43 by 57 mches Since the model requires &
diameter input, the equivalent dxamctg;r was determined based on an e_qmvaient stack
cross-sectional area. Only flat terrain was considered. Model input parameters arc listed
below: ‘

Stack Height: = 30feet |
Stack Flow: 63,292 actual cubic feet per minute (acfm) -



Stack Diameter: 4655 fect

Stack Temperature: 275 degrees Fahrenheit
Emission Rate: 1 pound per hour (Tb/hr)
Ambient Temperature: 68 degrees Fabrenheit

32 MODEL RESULTS

The SCREENS mode] run using the sbove-listed parameters estimated a maxizovm

. hourtly ambient concentration of 1.988 micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m*). The .
maximum hourly ambient concentration of each individual compound in the emissions |
‘ inventory is determined by multiplying the correspondmg emission rate in Ib/hr by the
modelod result of 1.988 ug/m’. Since the modeled conceniration wes determined ona ©
basis of 1 Ibfhr this calcu}atzon is appropniate. Smm model output is prov}dad in
Appendlx D.

33 'commsox TO ACCEPTABLE AMBIENT cdﬂmmﬁoms

AACs and AACCs were reviewed for all compounds that exceeded their ELs. AACsare -
based on a 24-hour averaging period and AACCs are based on an annual averaging |
period. The, SCREENS 1-hour modeled concentrations were converted to 24-hour and
annusl averages using the methods described in IDAPA 58.01.01 .210() 'i‘he cmzsaom
mvenzoxy was developed based on pollutant grouping rather than carcinogen/non-
carcinogen groupings. Thercforc AACs and AACCs were combmed into one table.

As shown below in Table 3-1, ali polhmmts reviewed are below their respeetiva AAC or

B e ——

AACC except for formaldehyde. A refined modeling anaiys:s is presented in Section 4.0,

and résults of the analysis showing compl:ancc with the formaldehyde AACC are
 presented in Section 5.0. ‘

10



TABLE 31

TOXIC AIR POLLUTANT .
. MODELED CONCENTRATIONS
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPHALT
" WYOMING FACILITY :
- .

~ Modeled Modeled Modeied ldahe

T-howr I40ur T Assun 1 AAC
Pollutant Concestration | Coucestrstion | Concestration AACC
2,3,7,8 - TCOD 291E-08 3.798-19 2.2CE-08 ﬂr
* EAcetaldehyde 12246 . - “6.72B-02 0.45

0.00053 . 0.00021 " 0.23-
03674 _ 6.05E-03 12
0:00052 0.00021 0.0003
000039 0.00015 0.56
0.0082 0.0021 0.0830
2202 ' 382501 o.om
0.19782 " 00128 375
0.00042 0.00017 ~ 0.083

00593 00237 42
0.0264 . 0.0106 5
01225 0.048984 213
0.1507 0.060288 20

pgnt  Microgrmms per Cublc Meter

34 NA'Z_‘IONAL AMBIENT AIR QI}AL!_'I‘Y STANDARDS

Amcaawotbcmod:ﬁedorcons&uctedman attalmnentmlfthcchmgewou!d
" cause or contribute to a violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards
(NAAQS). The 1-hour averages modeled for each criteria pollt:mnt were converled to
the appropriaie 3—hour, 8-hour, 24~hour, and annual avcmges where appropriate.
. Averages were calculated by multiplying the 1-hour SCREEN3 concentration by the:

appropriate factors listed in EPA’s, "Screemng Procedures j'or Estimating the Air Quality

Impact of Srarxanary Sources. Revised.” Concmtratwns of criteris pollutmts versus the
sppropriate NAAQS for each po!luta:wt are presented in Table 3-2,

11



TABLE 3-2

" MODELED CONCENTRATIONS AND NAAQs
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPHALT

WYOMING FACILITY
Modeled |- Modded | o o0 Ydsbo Finsl
1-hour Adjusted A . Background Modsled NAA
| Pollutant Conceniration Concentration! - l’mll":‘ Concentration [Concentration| WS .
o 52 4 Asgual_ 1 2 100
L:b' 422 122 1-bour 3,600 312 40,000
‘ 86 8-hour 2,300 2386 10,000
] ‘ 4y * 3uhour' < 3 83 - 1300*
i o] 55 n 24-hour 26 48 .
' 4 Axmual 8 12 ‘80
JOzone (s VOC) 30 2 8-hour - 21 157
: FMJG : Net Emissions Decrease, NomodelmmuhtdmeM}Gacmﬂingwl&hoModeﬁgW '
[ Smmw
“NOx Nitrogen Oxides
B v ) cummac
$0; Sulfur Dicxide
VOC Volatile Organic Compounds
PM;;. . Particulate Matter (sevodynsmic dismeter < 10 mricroms)
" _ Micrograms per Cubic Meter

A m;odg]ing analysis for PM;q was not pﬂ'forméd because according to ldaho emissions
'modcimg gmdmce, permit mod:ﬁcatlons that propose a net emissions increase of ieas
than 1 ton per year do not reqmre modclmg. This proposed facility mod:ﬁcatmn prowdes
& net emissions decrease for P‘M;o.

The modeled concentrations for all criteria pollutants are less than the NAAQS.

12



40 REFINED MODELING ANALYSIS

Thxs section desc:n’bes thc model selected, receptor gnd development, meteorolopcal data
used, and terrain data used. Thcreﬁnedmedchngana}ym:sbmgpafomed to show
compliance with the fonnaidchyde AACC

41 AIR DISPERSION MODEL SELECTION

The EPA approved Industrisl Source Complex (ISC3) model was chosen for this refined
. modeling analysis. ISC3isa steady-state Gaussian plume model that considers simple

42 RECEPTOR GRID SPACING -

Receptors were placed along the facility fence line at S0-meter mtcmﬁs ‘A Cartesian
receptor gnd was developed outside the fence line boundary. Receptors were placed at
100-meter spacing for a distance of 1 kilometer (km) from the fence line. Receptors were
placed at 250-meter spacing for distances of 1 km to 3 km from the fence line, Receptors
were placed at S00-meter spacing for distances of 3 km to 10 km from the fence line.

All receptors were piadeii using Universal Transverse Mercator (UTM) coordmatas

43 - RECEPTOR AND SOURCE ELEVATIONS

Receptor and emission source elevations were determined using United States Geoiogiéal-
Survey (USGS) 7.5-minute series (1:24,000 scale) digitized maps. The Cocur d’Alene,
Hayden, Post Falls, and Rathdrum, Ideho quadrangles, and the Liberty Lake and Newmsan

Lake, Washington quadrangles in USGS’ 8 digital elevation model (DEM) ﬁic format
~ were used.

-, oy



44  METEOROLOGICAL mA_

Five yeam (1 987, 1988 1989, 1990, and 1991) of meteomiogtcal data were used in t}m
modelmg analysis. Surface and Upper air meteowloglcal dats were obtsined ﬁ:um
Spokane, Washington (Met Station #24157).

50 REFINED MODELING mmopomdy'm RESULTS

= Reﬁned modeling of the dryer stack emissions was performed to show comphm w;th
the formaldehyde AACC. Fannaldehyde was the only compound above the AAC or
AACC for the proposed dryer stack.

§1 REFINED MODELING METHODS

 The hourly emission rate for formieldehyde, based on AP-42 emission factors (presented
" in'Section 2.0) is 1.24 pounds per hour. However, since Interstate proposes to limit -
facility production to 3,700 hours per year, and the AACC for formaldehyde is based on
an annuai concentration, the pound per hour cmi_ssion rate was adjusted to refloct less
then full year of operation. ’ - '

" The adjusted emission rate was used in the refined modeling analm for fo:maldehyde
and ig equal to the proposed hours of operation (3,700) divided by the number ofhmm in
a yesr (8, 760), times the hourly emission rate (1.24 Ib/hr). ‘The adjuxted etmsmm ate
used in the ‘modeling malyp:s for formaldehyde is therefore 0.524 pmmds per hour. .

All other dryer stack input parameters used in the SCREEN3 model (as presented in -
Section 3.1) were used in he refined modeling analysis. Building downwash was not
considered since no buz'ldmgs were within the ares of the stack that would affect the stack
plume. The rural option was chosen for this modeling a.nalyms

14



52 REFINED MODELING RESULTS

The refined modeling analysis of the proposed dryer stack showed that the armual
concentration for formaldehyde was below the AACC. The receptor (507,371E,
5,291,654N) in the 1990 model year was the predicted annual high concentration for all
years modeled and is located approximately 250 meters to the northeast of the facility.
Table 5-1 presents the results. A printout of the refined modeling results is provided in

' Appendxx E. Also,two coples of ail modchng files are prov:ded in ciectronic format on

CD-ROM. _
_ TABLE 5-1
‘ © FORMALDEHYDE -
MODELED CONCENTRATIONS
INTERSTATE CONCRETE AND ASPHALT
- WYOMING FACILITY
Modeied | Bigh Receptor Location | Modeled Jdako
Model Year Emisions |  UTM Coordimates | o SN0 AACC
1987 ' SOT4TIE,S201,784N | © o282
. 1988 | Ser4TIE, 8,291, 154N - 0.0316 .
1989 0524 | SOTSME,5291,654N |. o6t - | 0.077
1990 S07371E , 5,291 654N 0.0337
1991 -] 50737ME, 5291,754N - 0.0238°
Notes: ) :

g/’ Micrograms per Cubic Meter

60 CONCLUS!ONS

’I’hcproposedbmmngofusedoﬁorﬁmlm}mthcdmmdzwaﬂmmtate s Wyoming
Plant can be allowed in mdance with Idaho's. Air Quality Regulations. As proposed,
Interstate may burn natural gas,,uscd oil, or fuel oil at a production rate of 400 tons per

hour of HMA for 3,700 hours per year, not exceeding 1,480,000 tons of HMA produced

per calendar year. With these restrictibns, Interstate will remain 4 minor source, meet the

toxic air pollutant AACs/AACCs, and not cause or contribute to 2 violation of the
NAAGS.

15
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@ _ STATEOFIDAHO

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
APPLICATION TO CONSTRUCT AN AIR POLLUTION EMITTING FACILITY

(IDAPA 58.01.01.200-.225)

 SECTION 1: GENERAL INFORMATION
1. COMPANY A0 DM RAVE lnmumauawwcmm |

_ F“’“W B45W. Kathleen St | ™™™ Kootenal NAMERCFRALTIE BROTERSS 4
P™ conrdalene | ldeho - |7 83815 TEEVEMIER  (208) 7651144
" 4. PEREON TO CONTACT CO*Y | - |me Manager
Mmmmmzmwmmmmrm

! mmammmwm SN

Asphelt Plant, Rock Cnmm Plant, and Betch Conorete Plant
7. REASCIN FOR APPLICATION s LIS ALL FAULITES WITHIN THE STATE THAT ARE UNDIR YOLR :
. . CONTROL OR UNDER, CXWMNEN CONTREL. AND HAVE EMEBIONS TO
S THE MR, ¥ NONE, SO STATE.
* [] permitto construct @ new tecity | .
B mﬂbnﬁ!ywcxh&vm ‘
permit number _55:00048 . NAME LOCATION
[] pemitto construct s new soiros | _Concrete Baich Plant #056-00048____Coeur d'Alene
" stwnexsting lacilty ] X Coeur d'Alene
_ _ Asphuu Plam#oss-oeme : Hayden
[ change of cwner or tocation Porteble Crusher #777-00088 Heyden
permit nurnber 55-00048 AsphalVConcrt. Plart #017-00048 Sandpoint
curtent owner_Cenitral Pre-Mix Asphalt Plant #777-0075 Riancherd
b BT CORTUCTONTRTONE L o0y ESTMATED COMPLETONDATE 2004

.nmmmwmmmm C. me ; , President

11. In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01,123 {Rules for the Control of Ak Poliution in idaho), | _C. Paﬂ‘ickoFm

curiity besed on informstion and belief formed afier reasonable inquiy, mmmwmmm“mmmm“m“‘“'
true, scoursle, and complels. ‘

sionanme . M&M—l _ DATE_ ‘/ﬁig‘l

:mmmmm ats mm-mnu'mm&dmmmmmcwhmmwwmmm&
mm

. Awmmmmmmwmwmm
* Al caicidations and sssumptions used 1D estinple smissions;
mammwmmwumw
' - A description of potentiel fugitive eimissions; '
" AmmmwwmmeMWthwmm
. A process fow diegraimy; arxd
. wmmmwmm&wmmmm



iTATE OF DANO

\PPLICATION YO CONSTRUCT AN AR POLLUTION ENITTING m:a.m _

SECTION 2 m&wm&o{m(wmammhmm

I APPUCANT SREFERECENMIR . . n01a Plant
2. ECLIPMENT MANFACTURER MO {3 RaTED HEAT 4, BURNER UNIY {5, HEAT UBAGE
NOGEL NUVBER ' PPUT CAPACTTY rvPE (use oode) % procesm % spuce
CMi PTD-400 Asphat Plant Dryer | 120MMBWIr | 49 o7 100 heetrg
& AELDATA - [ POLLUNON CONTROK ECUPMENT- o .
porcent sl manaciurer  CMI '
percent ash modet pumber - RA3-18P
percent nitrogen % efficiency. - 0.04 gridect
percant hydrogen MANLFACTURER GUARANTEED: ysX no
percent molsture {inckxle gusranies) :
hent contert for wet scrubbers: .
(porcent by weight or volkurme} - . water flow ‘gom .
: , pressure drop_______ lnches of wster
S -Primary | Secondery]  for baghouse:
Maximum amourtt 120 mét . wiefcloth ratio_UTKNOwR g
‘bumedhour pressuredrop . inches of waler
 Norrmal smourt .
: Sk Dryer
" CPERATING SOHEDLLE Exit dlemeter_43° X & 2
, mwmﬁ%m
. Hours per day A2 E Exit gas tempersiurs_275 F
Wesks per yoar 6 {inckude a separate page for eech'stack ¥ muitiple siacks or vents
are used) - .
are ysed) '
nmmmmm ;
Pariculstes - 9.2 Bt 1?&2 tonshr Nirogencides 220  bhw 407  tonsyr
Sulfur dicodde 232 bhw - 42.82 tonshy Volsthe organic _ 128 bAw 237  tons!
Cerbon moncxide 52,0 by 862 tonshy compounds S
' e {inciude caicuiations and assumptions)
FIE. CODES ' . |BuUBNERCODES ‘
1. Natursi ges 1. Spreader eioker 7. Underfed stoker
2. O (specily ASTM grade number) |2, Chains o traveling prete 8. Tangectiely fired
3. Wood (specify chios, bark, shavings 3, Hand fred 9. Hortrontaly fired
sancher oust . 4, Cydunﬁamae _ 10, m(w
4. Cosl (specify biturninous, sniracke, M) 5. Wat bottor: (puiverized cosl) .
g, Oﬁm(spoom €. Dry bottom (puiverized coal)
CRMRAL AFPLICATIR Page 2of 3 November 1997



OF IDANO

LICATION TO CONSTRUCT AN ARR POLLUTION mm FACKITY

SECTION 3: PROCESS AND WWW(MIMWHM
distinct process operstion]

or maniactring
1 APPIGANT SREEENMIER  Noft applicable to this modif. lammmmm
T [ MAXIVIM RATED " a4, ORI, MAOINUM FEED INPOT 15 NORMAL MAXIMUM PRODUCT CUTPAIT
INSUT CAPACTTY Lo onshour -
16, PROCESS BCUPMENT %, POLLUMON CONTROL ECLPVENT :
Marndachurer Manufacturer
NModel Nurmber Model Number
Feed Meterial % EMmciency
[ overamaa s MLFACTURERGAANTED_ Yes____ o
: (inciudie gusrantes)
Hours per day For wet scrubbers:
" Weuks per yeur pressure decp inches of water
{5 wacx on ot 0ATA For baghouses:
~- Stack D prossure drop inches of water
Helght t |
Exit dismeter f 1, CRITERSA PCLELTANT EXTIAXTED EVESSICNS
Exit gus termnpersture * F  patliculsies e w
mamwwmmcuw carbon monoxide b oneyr-
Ma“wmmmd] Pirogen oxides o onehr
voletiie organic . oy
compounds = fonahy
{inchude caiciistions and assumptions)
Fummmx«mm
Mmﬂﬁtﬂm :
Poluent wmmﬁrm Controlied Emissions
o toushy bty orae
’~"“-—"‘ ioosly o e
v tonsle B orabn
by fonahr e oy
o A By ooate
iy fonsiy Ry lonshyr
o tonelr_ iy oy
“If units other thar; 1ons, ploase specly, '
AALORILLITE CINENAL AMICATION Page 3 of 3

November 1997



APPENDIX B

 FACILITY MAPS
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APPENDIXC

EMISSION INVENTORY SPREADSHEETS
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interstate Concrete and Asphait Ccnnpany
' _‘melng Asphait Plant

Couer d'lane, idaho

17112003

Controil_ed Emissions Summary
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APPENDIX D

- SCREEN3 MODELING OUTPUT FILES



01/07/04
' - 25:58:18
**+ GCREEN3 MODEL RUN #%+

**+ VERSION DATED S6043 w++ |
Interstate Concrete and Mﬁ;alt - Wyoming Plant

SIMPLE TERRAIN INPUTS:

SOURCE TYPE .- POINT
BMISSION RATE (G/8) - 0.126100 .
ETACK BERIGHT (M) w0 5.1440
S§TK INSIDE DIAM (M) - 1.4188
BTX EXIT VELOCITY (M/8)m. . 18.8922
STK GAE EXIT TEMP (K} = ' 408.1500

" AMBIENT AIR TEMP (K) = 293.1500
RECEPTOR BRIGHT (M) " ¢.000C -
URBAN/RURAL OPTION - RURAL .
BUTLDING HBIGHT (M) - 6.0000 .
"MIN BORIZ BLDG DIM (M) = 0.0000
.MAX HORIZ BLDG DIM (M)} = 0.0000

iHE REGULATORY (DEFAULT) MIXING HEIGHT OPTION WAS Qm ’
THE REGULATORY (BEFAULT) ANEMOMETER HEIGHT OF 10.0 METERS WAS mmn

BUOY. FLUX =  26.269 n-u/sus;‘ 'm. FLUX = 129.008 m.u/sﬂz;

»## PULL METEOROLOGY ***

tt***tﬁ**ttu'&w**-nc**i'twtcmﬁmnmtt ’ .

44 SCREEN AUTOMATED DIETRNCES +*v

FTY T TIT TN 2 AL A A LA L AL AL LA Ll

Wk W HEIIGI!'I‘I'OF 0. M ABOVE STACK BARE USED FOR FOLLOWING DIS’I‘M@S il

. DIST - CONC © UI0M  USTK MIX BT DPIUME GSIGMA SIGMA
(M) (UG/M*+3) BTRB (M/8B) (M/8) M) HT (M) Y (M) "Z (M) DuWasH
1. . 0.000 1 1.0 1.0 320.0 25%7.74  3.9% 3.93 ¥O
100. ©0.4232B-01 € 1.0 1.0 10000.0 B2.46 21.34 21.08  NO
200. 1.102 4 20.0 20.0 6400.0 20.00 - 15.74 B8.81 "o
300. 1.950 4 20.0 20.0 €400.0 20.00 22.81 12.47 NO
400. 1.913 4 20.0° 20.0 6€400.0 20.00 29.67 15.68 RO
500. 1.667 4 20.0 20.0° €400.0 20.00 36.32 18.64 NO
600. 1.476 4 15.0 15.0 4800.0 25,03 42.98 ' 21.73 nO
700. 1.311 ‘4 15.0 15.0 4800.0 25.03 49.42 24.50 »o
8OO, 1.218 © 4 16.0  10.0 3200.0 34.00 S6.03 RF.71 MO
$00. 1.133 4 10.0 10.0 3200.0 34.00 €2.29 30.31 . MO
1000, 1,058 4 8.0 8.0 2560.0 40.22 68.70 ¢ 133.30 RO
1100, ©O.992: 4 8.0 8.0 2860.¢C 40.22 74.84 . 3% .28 nG
1200. 0.9288 4 8.0 8.0 2560.0 40.22 - $0.83 37.17 ¥O
1300, 0.8692 4 8.0 8.0 2560.0 . 40.22 -86.97 -+ 13%.02 RO
1400, 0.8136 4 8.0 8.0 2560.0 40.22 $2.98 - 40.84 KO
1800, ©0.7623 4 8.0° 8.0 2560.0 40.22° 98.94 42.60 - NO
1600. 0.7267 4 "5.0 5.0 1600.0 5B.8€ 105.45 45.70 ¥O
1700. 0.7033 ¢ . 5.0 5.0 1600.0 58.86 111.32  47.35 RO
1800, 0.6794 . 4 8.0 §.0 1600.0  58.86 117.15 48.97 ¥O
1900 0.6557 4 5.0 5.0 1800.0 5B.86 122.95 S50.56 »o
2000. 0.6650 5 1.8 1.5 10000.0 86.34 98.21 .- 490.10 HO
2100. 0.6876 [ 1.5 1.5 10000.0 86.34 102.43 40.89 RO
2206. 0.7042 5 1.5 1.5 10000.0 86.34 106.64 41.6€8 O
2300, 0.7188 5 1.5 1.5 10000.0 86.34 110.84 42.45 FO
2400, 0.7327 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 57.51 115.68 44.93 NO
2500. 0.7499 5. 1.0 1.0 10000.0  97.51 "119.83 45,66 ®O
2600. 0.765€ 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 123.97 46.38. RO
2700. ©0.779% '8 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 3128.10 47.09 RO
2800.° 0.7928 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 132.32 47.80 O
. e = « A * ATTAMAA N o7 £ 12L A" AR Knf iyl



3000. 0.8147 . 8 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 140.42 49.19 W
500.. 0.8502 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 160,75 S52.57 WO
‘oon. 0.8641 5 1.0 1.0°310000.0 97.51 180.83 S55.81 WO
500. 0.8534 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51  200.68 58.54 WO
5000. 0.8357 5 1.0 1.0 10000.0 97.51 220.31 61.16 W
5500. 0.8352 $ 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 160.07 41.44 W
6000. 0.8433 L 1.0 1.0 10000,0 82.48 '172.85 42.72 W
6500. 0.8467 3 1.0 1.0 10000.0 52.48 185.53 43.56 WO
7000. '0.8464 € 1.0° 1,0 10000.0 82.48 1598.10 45.16 RO
7500. 0.8380 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 210.5¢ 46.15 WO
8000. 0.8282 6 1.0 1.0 310000.0 82.48 222.97 47,19 - O
8500. 0.8173 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 235.27 48.16 NO
$000. ' 0.8056 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 247.50 45.09 RO
© 9500. 0.7934 6. 1.0 1.0 10000.0° B2.48 259.64 50.01 N0
10000. 0.7608 .6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 271.71 S0.%0 WO
15000. 0.6556 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 - 82.48 -388.99 S8.75 WO
20000. 0.5443 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 '501.39 63.83 RO
25000. ©.4642 6 1.0 . 1.0 10000.0 82.48 610.11 €8.16 KO
30000.. 0.4040 ¢ 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 715.89 . 71.95 . NO
40000.  ©.33193 6 1.0 - 1.0 10000.0 82.48 920.46 77.38 RO
50000. 0.2641 6 1.0 1.0 10000.0 82.48 1117.62 81.92° NO
MAXIMUM 1-HR CONCENTRATION AT OR BEYOND 1. M A
336. ° 1.988 4 20,0 20.0 6400.0 20.00 25,38  13.69

8

DRAEH= - MEANS NO CALC MADE (COMC = 0.0)
DRASE=NO MEANS NC BUILDING DOWNWASH USED
DWASH=HS MEANS HUBER-SNYDER DOWNWASH USED
DWASHeSE MEANS SCHULMAN-SCIRE DOWNWASH USED

. DWASHeNA MEANS DOWNWASH ROT APPLICABLE, X<3*Lh

**ﬁ****’***l**t'*******ti*i*ﬁitt*ﬁ**tt*

*%* CUMMARY COF ECREEN MODEL RESULAE we»

T I2TITZTS S A A0 A L 0 R 2R 422 T LTy ey

' CALCULATION ; MAX QORC DIST TO  TERRAIN

PROCEDURE (UB/M**3)  MAX (M) BT (M)
SIMPLE TERRAIN 1.986 © a3s. 0.



APPENDIX E

| REFINED MODELING OUTPUT FILES



e ISCHTI - VERSIOR 02035 44+ -
et Interstate Concrste and Asphalt - Wyoming Plant . T ke

*¢+ Model Executed on 01/15/04 at 11124110 *+w
Input Pile - F:\2003\ICA01117\Model\ICAWyomingPlant 90 HCHO.DTA

Output Pile - F:\2003\ICA03117\Model\ICAWyomingPlant_90_FCHO.LST

Met File - ¥:\2003\1CA03117\MatData\Spokane_30.ASC . T

Humbexr of sources - i
Bumbax of. source groups - i.
Numbar of receptors - 4259
**¢ DOINT BOURCE DATA *#+
RATE . NUMBER EMISSION RATE - BASEH BTAMK  BTACK 8TACK T 8TACK _mmxm' EMISSION
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February 27, 2004 o | MAR“Im
o o _ o - Maﬁm‘
" Harbi Elshafei
Ydaho Dept. of Environmental Quahty
"1410'N. Hilton
Boise, ID 83706

Sﬁbject: Permit to Construct 55-00048 Modificstion, R#thdmm, ldaho

K Dear Mr. E!shaféi,

This letter is in response to our telepiwne conference this AMand1 hopethat it w:ll
clarify our intent.

1. RAPLump Breaker: - This is a cold feed bin that sits adjacent to the other
aggregate cold feed bins at the plant. The only difference being it feeds a
- machine that is calied a RAP Bresker that basically forces the RAP down
through counter rotating drums that break up any oversize pieces prior to
being dropped onto the main conveyor which feeds the plant drum. There
are RAP crushers available however we have opted not to use one. Ihavc
enclosed copies of specifications for a RAP Breaker,

2. Concrete Batch Plant: You spoke of a pmposed limitation of 5000 hours m
' the Permit Modification request. 1 cannot find any wording in the request

that would reflect that, On page 2 paragraph 5 of the request it states that
~ we are ot requesting & change of limitations for the concrete batch plant.

3. Existing Crusher:  The crusher that is listed in the currant permit has
been somewhat cannibalized and no longer exists for all intensive
purposes. All remaining parnis will be removed. The only crushing that
would take place would be done by a portable crusher as needed.

845 erFﬂtMeen Avenue * Coeur d'Alene, idaho 83815 » (208) 765-1144 » FAX (208) 765-3713

a—t e w oamm,



4. The reason we are requesting a permit that would include an asphalt plant,
concrete plant and crusher is that the permit would mirror the existing permit
with newer 'equipmcm plus allow us to use a'porlable crusher as needed and
not have 2 crusher sitting on site when not being in use. It is also understood
that the crusher would be permitted in the State of Idaho md would not be
using a generator for power st this site.

I will'be sending you a ﬁow diagram within a few days. Please comact me at 765-1 144 if

you need additional information to make the requested revision to our perm:t.

. Smoerely,

-%ﬂmﬁmx |

Aggregate Sales/
Environmental Mansger

Encl:2
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AIRS/AFS® FACILITY-WIDE CLASSIFICATION® DATA ENTRY FORM

Facility Name: Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company
Facility Location: Ruthdrum
AIRS Number: 055-00048

PMy B
PT (Particulste) B
B
B

vOC

THAP (Total
" HAPs)

¥ Asrometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility Subsyster {AFS}

RS/AFS Clisgification Codes: '

Actual or potentia) ermssions of & poﬂmtmabowﬂumplmk romjor songce threshold. For HAPs only, class “A™ is spplied to cach

pollutant which iz st or sbove the 10 T/yr threshold, or cach poliutnt that is below the 10 T/yr threshold, but contributes 1o & plent total in

excess of 25 Thr of it HAPs.

SM = Potentis] ernissione Sl below spplicable mujor source Siresholds if and only if the source complics with federally enforceable regulations
o Himitath | .

B = Actusi and potentisl eriucions below afl applicsble nmajor source thresholds,

C  w  Class is unknown.

ND = Major source thresholds are not defined (¢.g., radionuclides).
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Harbi Elshafei, Program Office Permit Writer
THROUGH: Mary Anderson, Modeling Coordinator, Program office i E 5
FROM: Dan Pitman, Senior Engineer, Technical Services

DATE: April2,2004 -
PROJECT NUMBER:  P-040101

SUBJECT: Modeling Review for Interstate Concrete and Asphalt, Rathdrun, Permit to Construst
Application ' o :

Atmospheric dispersion modeling of facility-wide emissions was submitied in suppoxt of a permit to
construct application to demonstrate that the stationary source would not csuse or sigenificantly \
contribute to a violation of any smbient air quality standard (IDAPA 58.01.01.203.022). The applicant
conducted a full impact analysis on emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide and sulfur

dioxide. Emissions of particulate matier were not modeled because emissions of particulate mater
decreased as a result of the facility modification. The applicant used the SCREEN3 air dispersion
model 1o detesraine ambient impacts of carbon monoxXide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide and 14

toxic air pollutants (TAPS). The applicant’s SCREEN3 mode] resulits were below standards for all
pollutants except formaldehyde. The applicant conducted a refined modeling analysis using the
industrial Source Complex (ISCST3} air dispersion model on emissions of formaldehyde,

___Tablel Key assumptions used in modeling anslysis submitied by the spplicant —

Assumption Explanation

No Downwash ' - . { The applicant simply siated that there was not
building influenced downwash.

The facility nssumed the asphak plant would only | Only used in refined modeling analyses for

_ 3,700 hours per year. formaldelryde emissions,
I Particuiste matier emissions are reduced as a result | Facility is installing s baghouse,
of the facility modification. _ '

The applicant did not account for downwash in it's air dispersion modeling exercises. DEQ
conducted sensitivity analyses that accounted for downwash induced by buildings and structures that
are adjacent 1o the stack. The results of DEQs sensitivity analysis are presented in Section 4 of this
memorandum. The submitted modeling anslyses in combination with the DEQ Technica) Services -
staf¥ analyses: 1) utilized appropriate methods and models (as clarified by the DEQ staff analyses in
Section 4 of the memomandum); 2) was conducted using reasonably accurate or conservative mode!
and input data; 3} adhered to established DEQ guidelines for new source review '
dispersion modeling; 4) showed that predicied pollutant concentrations from facility~wide emissions,
when approprisiely combined with background concentrations, were below applicable air quality .
standasrds. _



24 Applicable Alr Quality impact Limits
The fnc:hty is Jocated in Kootenai County which is designated as unclassifiable for all criteria

pollutants. Table 2 summarizes sll applicable sagmﬁmat contribution levels, National Ambient Alr
Quahty Standards and nceepmble embient concentrations for all TAPs that are emitted ibove the TAP

screening emission level.

_Tuble 2. Applicable reguistory limits

Significant

Aversging | Costribution Levels
Pollutant Period {ng/m’y**
| how 500
© I-bour 2000
_ . Annual
24-hovr g
S0 — 3howr 25
NO; Annual i
232,68 TCOD 1 Angual NA
| Acotaldeyde | Amwal N/A
Arsenic Ansusl N/A
Benzene Anmosl NA
| Benzo(s)pyrene | Anmual N/A
Cadmium Angus) N/A
Chrombn 24-hour N/A
Forma e Annusi N/A
THCL 24-hour N/A
Chromim (VD) [ Annval N/A
Nickel Annual WA
[ Phosphorss | Z4-boor A
| Propionsidehyde | 24-hour N/A
Quinone 24-hour "N/A
- 8. 'IDAPA 58.01.01.00693 -
b. Micrograms per tubic meter
¢. IDAPA 58.01.01.577 for criteria poliutants, IDAPA 58.01.01.585 for noncarcinogenic toxic air poth

_ IDAPA 58.01.01.586 for carcinogenic toxic air poliutants, :

The maximum 1* highest modeled vale isa!mysmudforsmiﬁcmsmymun%yﬁsmdfw:nmkm

hesnits.

%mmwﬂhmmymic dwmwuwwam@ﬂmm

Never expected 10 be exceeded in sny calendsr yewr. :

Concentration st sy madeied receptor,

Never expected to be exceeded more than once in sny calendar year,

Concentration at any modeled receptor when using five years of meteorological dats.
mwz‘highkmwmumm{uﬁwmofmw dsta.

o

Fe e TR e

'Not 10 be exceeded more than once per year,

22 Bacquound Concentrations

. Table 3 gives the background concentrations that the State Air Quality Progam Offiee provided for
these nmlyscs



Tabie 3. Back concentrations.

Pollutant Aversging Period Background aoge;gmm (ug/m Y

3.1 Modeling Methodology

" Aspen Consulting & Enginecring, Inc. performed air dispersion modeling on behalf of Interstate
Concrete and Asphalt Company. The applicant performed 2 full impact sssessment for emissions of
carbon monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide and all TAP emissions that are listod in Table 2.
The applicant performed a screening modeling anslyses using the SCREEN] air dispersion model. -
The applicant’s screening modeling analyses results showed that all pollutants except formaldehyde
were emitted are rates that ceused ambient frmpacts below applicable standards, A refined modeling
analysis was conducted on emissions of formaldehyde using the ISCST3 air dispersion model, The
spplicant’s refined model showed that emissions of formaldehyde caused predicted ambiem

below the scceptable ambient concentration for formaldchyde. Table 4 summarizes the alr dispersion

model type and modeling parameters used by the applicant. .

The applicant did not moum for downwash in cither their SCREEN3 or ISCST3 modeling mcises
Technical Services conducted a sensitivity analysis that accounted for downwash. Results of
Technical Services sensitivity analysis are presented in Section 4 of this memorandum.

Tabie 4. Modeli ny ' ' =
Parsmeter _ What Facility Submitted - DEQ's Review/Determination
Modeling protocol The spplicant did ot submit ‘ NA
' modellng protocol. _ .
Model Selection SCREENS ~ Version 96043 These mre sppropriste wersions.

ISCSTI - Version 02038

Mmmiogwnm ISCST}—Spok‘:esmﬁum These dats sets are the mos pproprise Gata availabie for

vpper 4y duts, e,
Model Options ma@t"l;:‘!?' Defaults were . Reguistory defualts are appropriste.
Land Use —_Runal Rural 1and wie is ap
Complex Terrain SCREENS - Assumed fist terrain §  Complex terrain was handied appropriniely. The mos -
ISCST3 - Considered Complex | surrounding the facility is essentially fint basod on review
tesmain both simple and compiex of USGS maps.
Building Downwash Building Downwash was not | Building downwash shouk! have boon included in the
copsidersd, wodeling exercises. DEQ's smuitivity snnlyses includes
e building downwash. See Section 4 of this memorandum.
Receptor Network SCREENS - iterated to find
maximum st or beyond fenoeline,

ISCST3 - 50 meters along "The receptor placement met the air quality modeling

fenceline, 100 meters out to. 1 km, guidelines mnd was sufficient.
250 meters out to 5 km, and 500
meters out to 10 k. '
Facility Layout NA The facility layout was verified try scaled piot plans

submitied by the applicant on 1/26/4M4 and 3/22/04.




32 Emission Rates

Table § gives the pdmunts,misﬁiomnwsan&hmmofomimﬁmmmmm the permit
spplication and used in the screening modeling analyses.

Table 8. Emissions Retes

[ Poliutant Emisyion Rute (ivir) | Hours per Day Howrs per Yewr |}
NO, 22 24 BI60
o 52 24 8760
232 2% 8760
ﬁm T33E9 %4 $760
Acenaidelyde 0.52 24 Bis0
Arsenic 000 24 8760
. 0.0002 24 8760
Cadminm 0.0002 24 8160
Chromm 0.0022 24 $760
Formaidehyde 124 24 8760
R 0.084 A 3760
Chromium V1 0.0002 24 8760
“Nickel 0.0252 24 8760
{ Phosphorus. 0.0112 24 §760
Propion 0.0520 A 8760
@m@m 0.064 24

3.3 Emission Release Pamm

‘Table 6 gives the stack parameters for the
that was required to be modeled.. :

34 Results

asphalt plant dryer that is the only point source of caissions

Table §. Stack Parameters -
Poist Source
Dr;

UTM Easting 507,037 meters

UTM Northing 5,291,130 meters

Source Elevation® 583.1 meters

H 9.14 meters

Exit Diameter 1.42 meters
| Exit Gas Yolume 29.9 cubic meters per second
| Exit Gas Velocity - 18.9 meters per second
L Exit Ons Temperature | | 408.2 Kelvin

These sections present the results based on the information submitted a5 cenified by the applicant

3.4.1 Applicant's Screening Anaslyses Resuits

The applicant conducted & screening model exercise on emissions of carbon monoxide, sulfur
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and the 14 TAPs listed in Table 5. The applicant stated that an emission
rate of one pound per hour was modeled in SCREEN3 and a dispersion factor was developed. The
screening dispersion facior determined by the applicent, and verified by DEQ, is 1,988 micrograms
per cubic meter (one-hour concentration) per pound per hour of emissions. The applicant stated thet



the actual pollutant emission rate was then mulﬁpiied by this dispersion factor snd thesn by the

BpprO priate

persistence factor to determine the predicted ambient concentration for each relevant

averaging period. Table 7 gives the results of the applicant’s screening analyses that are presented in
the centified application. Note that the only values in the Table 7 that match what the: applicant stated
are the annual modeled concentrations for sulfur dioxide and nitrogen dioxide. It is umcertain what the
applicant’s methodology was to obtain all the other modeled concentrations presentecd in Table 7.
According to the applicant’s submittal the only polhutant that exceeded an applicable standard was
formaldehyde. The applicant conducted & refined sir dispersion modeling analysis ory emissions of

icrograms per _
b, National Ambient Air Quality Standards

formaldehyde. :
Table 7. Summary of the Applicast’s Screening Model Results '
Emission Dispersion Modeled
Pollutant Rate Factor Pm“ A‘;?g' Concentration
@M | ga/m’bme) __(ug/w’y
520 1.988 ‘ 1-howr 12
Carbon Monoxide v - 0.7 S-how 25
09 mm 9
{03 232 1.988 D4 34 -hour G 7)
‘Q_"“&D‘m 0.08 Annual 4
N Dioxide 220 1.958 :.}ozg Annusl 4
' 1 23E-9 1.988 128 Annual 3. 79E-19
% 0.52 1.988 0,125 Annual 6.2E02
Arsenic 0.0002 1.988 0.123 Annusl 2.1E-04
Benzens 0.156 988 0.125 Annus 6.05E-03
Berzaladn 0.0002 938 0.125 Annusl 2.1E.04
Codmium 0.0002 1.988 0.125 Anial 1.5E.04
 Chromium 0.0037 1.98 04 24-how 2.16-3
“Formaldehyds 124 1.988 0.125 Annusl 0.382
§Te 0.084 1938 0.4 24-hour 0.079
- Chromivm V) 0.0002 1.938 0.125 Annual 1.7E-04
Nickel 0.0252 1.988 0,128 Annusl | 3 ATECD
"Phosphons | 00112 988 04 24 -how 1.06E-02
[ Proplonaldehyde 0.0520 988 0.4 24-hour 4.39E-02
[ Quinone 0.064 1,938 0.4 ~ 24-bow 6.03E-02
2. Poundperhowr
~ b. Micrograms per cubic meter per pound per hour
¢. Micrograms per cubic meter
Table 8. Applicant’s criteria polltant smbient impact analysis results
Fm Ambient Background | Total Ambient Perceat
Aversging Impact Concentration | concentration NAaﬁ" of
Pollutant | Period (ag/m’)* (ug/sn’y’ Gp/mY ] (ug/m) | NAAQS®
1-howr 122 3,600 3,722 40,000 9.3
o T S-how z z,:_i?o 2.:;6 10000 | 239
: 3-howr 1,300 64
$O, 24-hour z 26 48 *3%5 13.1
Annual 4 8 12 80 15
NO» Annual 4 17 21 100 21
® M' mm




3.4.2 Applicant’s Refined Modeling Anelyses Results.

The applicant conducted 8 refined modeling analysis on emissions of formaldehyde using the ISCST3
sir dispersion model. Table 9 presents the applicant’s certified results for the rcf'med modeling of
formeldehyde emissions. The applicant’s refined modeling analysis included limiting the asphalt
dryer annual hours of operation o 3,700 hours per year. The applicant did not account for buikling
and structure downwash i it's refined modeling analysis, At!oﬁmaspmofﬂnreﬁmdnwdem
ana!ysrs met DEQ modeling guidelines,

Table 9. Applicant’s Formsldehyde Refined Modelm&wﬁs lets

T Model Year Modeled Emission | Modeked Anaual | 1dako AACC
Raie (Ib/Ar) Concentration {pg/m™*

1987 0.0252

1938 © 00316 .

1589 0,524 0.0%61 0071
1990 0.0337 :
1991 . 0,0238

s Pound per hour

b. Micmgrmwmbicm

The applicant did not account for building and structure downwash in air dispersion modeling.
Technical Services conducted sensitivity snalyses using the same ISCST3 input parameters that the
applicant used except that Technical Services inciuded ail buildings and structures that are adjacent to
the stack. The applicant provided the dimensions of all buildings and structures that surround the
stack in an application suppicment received by DEQ on March 22, 2004. Since there is only one
point source of emissions that must be modeled an emission rate of one pound per hour was modeled
for use in developing dispersion factors. Dispersion factors were determined for cach averaging
period in micrograms per cubic meter per pound per hour. Actual emissions of carbon monoxide,
sulfur dioxide, nitrogen dioxide and the 14 TAPs listed in Table 5 were then multiplied times the
appropriate dzspemon factor to obtain the predicted ambient concentrations for each poliutant. All
annual concentrations in Technical Services sensitivity anstys:s were determined based on 3,700
hours per year of operation. All 24-hour and shorter averaging penods are based on 24 hours per day

of operation.

The results of Technical Services sensitivity analyses are presented in Table 10, as is & comparison o
the applicant’s dispersion modeling results. The differences between Technical Services modelod
impacts and the applicant’s modeled impacts are in part due 10 the fact that the applicant did not
account for operating only 3,700 hours per year, except for in the case of formaldehyde, and the
applicant did not include downwash,



Table 10. Results of Technical Services Sensitivity Avalyses

 Emission Dispersion Aversging | Techaics! Services Applicont®s
Rate Factor Period Modeled Certifisi Modeled
Poliuiant ) (g’ Nome) Coscentratiom Conceninstion
: ' (ag/wy* (g
de 2.0 6.72 1-hour® 3494 12
Carbon Mouox : 2.02 Shour 1050 ™y
3.25 3-howr” 754 7]
Suifur Dioxide 32 0.8 24-hour” 186 7]
0.077 Annual® 0.7% 4
Ni Dioxide 22.0 0.077 Annval® 0.72 %
2,3,7.8-TCDD 1.23E-9 0.071 Annuai 4.0E-11 379819
Acetaldehyde 0.52 - 0.077 Annuaf® 1.7E-2 67152
Amseaic 0.0002 0.077 Anpoal® 6.5E-6 LIEA
Benzeve 0156 0.077 Anrmoal* 5.3 €.05E-3
8 0.0002 0.077 Annual® 6.5E$ 2.1
Cadmium 8.0002 0.077 Apnual* 6.35E-6 1.5E-4
" Chromiun 0.0022 0.9 2 1.98E-3 2.1E;
Formaidehyoe 1.24 0.077 Ansual’ 4.0E2 337E-2
HCl 0.084 0.9 24-howr’ 0.076 0.079
Chromium VI 0.0002 0.077 -Anmual* 6.5E-6 1.7E~4
Nickel 0.0252 0.077 Anmial* §.2E-4 23762
Phesphoriis 00132 0.9 24-howe’ 0.010 00106
Propionsldehyde - 00520 0.9 24-hour* 5.047 0.049
Quinone 0.064 0.9 24-how* §.087 0.0603
a.  Pounds per hour .
b, Micrograms per cubic meter per povnd per hour
e M pet cubic meter
4 2 highest

Tables 11 and 12 cormpare

" e Maximum 1" highest

Technical Services sensitivity modeling resuits to the applicable

standasds. :
Table }1. Technical Services criterin polutant ambient impact analysis resulty
Facility Ambient Background | Total Ambient Pereent
Aversging Impuct Concentration | concentration | NAA of
Poliwtant | Period (ug/m’) (up/my’ ' am’y | NAAQS®
_ j-houwr 3454 3,600 3,9494 40.000 99
o $-hour 1050 2,300 2,405.0 10,000 24
3-hour 754 34 109.4 _1,300 84
S0, 24-howr 185 26 446 365 122
_ Amnusl 0.78 8 8.78 30 09
NG Annual 0.72 17 17.72 100 7.7
A Micrograms per cubic meter
b. National Ambient Air Quality Standards




_Table 12. Technical Services mk:&&ﬁuﬁrﬁww

Technical Services Percent of Toxic Air
Modeled Toxic AirPoliwant |  Pollutnt Stnderd
(pppm’) '
33,18-TCDD 4.0E-11 2258 0.1
Acetaldehyde LIE2 . 0AS 33
Arsenic 6566 23E-4 23
Benzene S.1E3 0.2 43
0 6.5E-6 3.0E-4 22
Cadrsmm 63E-6 S6E-4 12
Chromium 1.98E-3 25 0.008
Formnidebyde A0E2 2.977 519
HCl 0.076 375 002
Chrombum Vi _ 6.5E-6 8365 34
Nickel 1364 4.2E-3 195
Phosphors 0.01 5 02
Propionaidehyde 0.047 21.5 oé";
| Quinone 9.057 2 029
ic meter T
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PTC Fee Calculation

instructions:

Fill in the following Information and snswer the following questions
with a Y or N. Enter the emiasions incresasss snd decroases for
esach poliutant in the table,

Company: Interstate Concrete, Rathdrum
Address: 845 Wast Kathiesn: Avenue
City: Coeur d'Alens
State: 13
Zip Code: 83815
Facility Contact: Corky Witherwax

Title: Environmental Manager

AIRS No.: 055-00048

N Does this fadility qualify for 2 general permit (.e. concrete
batch plant, hot-mix asphait piant)? Y/N

Y Did this permit require engineering analysis? Y/N

N is this a PSD permit YN (IDAPA 58.01.01.205.04)

56, 42.92 [ 4292
Ko 96.20 36.8 1 59.40
Pwic 17.02 265 -5.48
koc 23.68 ] 2368
ErAPSHAPS 7.08 3] 7.06
Frota!: 227,57 83 144.6

Comments: Permit {0 construct processing fee, In eccordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.225, -
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Response to Public Commenty
Submitted During the Public Comment Period
for Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company, Rathdrum
Permit to Construct No. P-040101
Facility ID No, 055-00048

As required by IDAPA 58.01.01.209.01.¢ of the Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho (Rules), the
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) provided proposed Permit to Construct (PTC) No.
P-040101 for Interstate Concrete and Asphalt Company (Interstate) located in Rathdrum, for public notice and
comment. Public comment packages, which included the application materials, the proposed permit, and the
associated air quality statement of basis, were made available for public review at DEQ’s Coeur d’Alene
Regional Office, Rathdrum Public Library, and DEQ’s state office in Boise. A copy of the proposed PTC

No. P-040101and the statement of basis was also posted on DEQ’s Web site. The public comment period for the
PTC was provided from June 1 through June 30, 2004,

The following is a summary list of all documents received from the public containing comments on the above
referenced permit action,

1. Randy Tetzner Letter to DEQ, dated 6-30-04
2. Randy Tetzner Document to DEQ, dated 6-30-04

‘This section provides the air quality related comments submitted on the proposed action and DEQ’s responses to
those comments. Based on the application materials and the Rules, DEQ has responded only to those comments
that directly relate to the air quality aspects of the permit.

1. Comments taken from Randy Tetzner Letter, dated 6-3
Comment No.1

I have found this comment procedure confusing. I was so confused I was unaware of a similar permit request by
Interstate to burn waste oil even closer to our home. T would like my comments about their Rathdrum Idaho
facility to be added to the Hayden Lake comments, regardless if the comment period is over or not. I emailed
Ms. Lechtenberg numerous times concerning start dates for comments and never received answers. As a result |
did not know my rights, interstate should not be allowed to poliute and have DEQ mislead citizens about how
the comment process works.

DEQ Response to Comment No. 1

A 30-day public comment period was provided from May 20 through June 18, 2004, for the proposed PTC for
Interstate Concrete’s Hayden Lake facility. A 30-day public comment period was also provided from June !
through June 30, 2004, for the proposed PTC for Interstate Concrete’s Rathdrum facility. Public comments
were only received during the Rathdrum comment period. Per commenter request, DEQ considered the
comments received for the Rathdrum permit also for the Hayden Lake permit.

In regards to proper public notification procedurs, the public was notified of both comment periods through
several methods. First, a legal notice for each public comment period was published in the Coeur d” Alene
newspaper which provided information about the purpose of the comment period, dates of the public comment
period, the address to submit public comments, and the location of materiais for review (application, draft
permit, and DEQ’s analysis). In addition, public notice information was also provided on DEQ’s website at
www.deq.state id us which presents the same information as in the legal notice, and also aliows the user to
download copies of the draft permit and DEQ’s analysis (known as the Statement of Basis) in PDF format,
DEQ also maintains an interested parties list which provides email notification of all upcoming public comment
periods. In addition to this list, an email notification of a public comment period is also provided to the person
or persons who requested a public comment period on a specific permit. DEQ records indicate that the
commenter was provided email notification on both comment periods.



Comment No. 2

“...By allowing this company to burn waste oil, we are already going to be the recipient of hundreds of tons of
.extra pollutants, and those are the ones the EPA finds in oil that is supposed to be good. Factor in the fact that as
.many as 16,000 different locations will be needed to get the oil and you have a nightmare of trying to ensure the
contaminated oil stays away from 1dahe. The actual figure of needed sites will probably go as high as 30,000
because many producers of waste oil only get their oil picked up every 2 to 3 months. Monthly pick-ups are not
the norm. Most of the oil comes from business that have pickups every 2 to 3 months. The problem is that all the
testing is done before the oil is ever even shipped, Oil can sit for weeks and months afler it is tested, it can be
further contaminated. Despite the fact that halogenated wastes are not a part of waste oil, contamination of waste
oil has become so prevalent that it is routinely listed as an ingredient of waste oil. Anything can happen to waste
~ oil when it is off site. The only way to ensure the law is followed is to have each and every shipment checked
when it is delivered to Interstate. Hopefully the permit will be denied making this point moot. There is no way fo
track backwards were a contaminant came from. No one tests oil by the tanker load; the oil is tested on the
prodmcr s tanks farms, which have storagc from 10,000 to 250, 000 gallons. After the oil is put in a tanker there
is no control over what can happen.,.”

DEQ Response to Comment No. 2
The permits for both facilities include the following requirements for used oil:

In accordance with 40 CFR 279.11, with the exception of total halogens which are limited to 1,000 ppm,
used oil burned for energy recovery shall not exceed any of the allowable levels of the constituents and
property listed in Table 2.3.

'rAnLE 2.3 Usm) OIL srxcmcanons'

Chromium 10 pom meximum
Lead ' 100 som maximum
Flash point 100 deg. F minimum
Total halogens 1,008 ppm maximum

1 The specification does not apply fo mixtures of uged ol and hezardous wasty that continue 10 be regulsted as
hazardous waste (see 40 CFR 279.10(h)).
2 Parts per million

Used Oil Fuel Certification

The permittee shall demonstrate compliance with the used oil fuel specifications in Permit Condition 2.9
by obtaining a used oil fuel certification from the used oil fuel supplier on an as-received basis, "fhe
certification shall include the foilowing information:

« The name and address of the used oil supplier
» The measured concentration, expressed as ppm, of each constituent listed in Table 2.2
»  The flash point of the used oil expressed as degrees Fahrenheit

¢  The analytical method or methods used to determine the concentration of each constituent and
property {flash point) listed in Table 2.2

» The date and location of each sample

¢ The date of each certification analysis



Records of each certification shall remain on site for the most recent two-year period and shall be made
available to DEQ representatives upon request.

This permit condition will ensure that the oil delivered at the site has a certification from the supplier on

an as-received basis.
Comment No. 3

In the January 18% report, which was produced by Aspen Consulting & Engineering, Inc. they describe
Interstates current set up as one, using natural gas. (Introduction 1.0) and that the new set up will have a “bag
house” control. As I understand it the baghouse is to collect large particulate contamination that is only found
when burning waste oil. The report continues to state that even though RAP is being swapped for cold
aggregate, this would mean no increase in particulate contamination. I find this difficult to follow. Increasing
production rates by 100 tons an hour, adding a bag house and burning waste oil will most definitely cause on
increase in particulate emissions,

DEQ Response to Comment No. 3

A baghouse is a very effective control device for controlling particulate matter emissions. In most cases, the
collection efficiency of a baghouse is greater than 99% for particulate matter. Regardless, the PM standard for
this facility is 0.04 grains per dry standard cubic foot. The pemittee is required to demonstrate compliance with
this standard under worst-case normal operations which are, in this case, using RAP and burning used oil, To
ensure the baghouse is operated optimally, the permittee is required to develop an O&M manual based on the
baghouse manufacturers design operating specifications, _

Comment No. 4

The report by Aspen also shows a drawing of an asphait plant, presumably the one Interstate has, The drawing
however is simply a plagiarized copy of EPA diagrams from their AP-42, Section 11 et seq. publication. The
EPA has 3 such drawings, while one can ciearly see Aspen used a altered copy, they did not cite the EPA
publication as the original creator of the diagram, leading people to think they were looking at a diagram of what
exists in Rathdrum at present. The EPA diagrams have either a RAP Bin & Conveyor or a Collector in the upper
left of the diagrams. The one submitted as figure one in Aspen’s report has neither. Does the Aspen diagram
accurately depict what Interstate has in Rathdrum? Does the missing a RAP Bin & Conveyor or a Coliector
shown on EPA diagrams of asphalt mixing plants but not on Interstates submission mean anything? Is Interstate
using new technology not even known to the EPA? Why are those items missing from Interstate’s proposal

diagram?
DEQ Response to Comment No. 4

The Aspen diagram in your comments was obtained from AP-42, On February 27, 2004, DEQ requested, via
tefephone, that Interstate submit a process description of the facility to better represent the actual HMA plant.

On March 8, 2004, Interstate submitted to DEQ a modification to the flow diagram included in the original PTC
application. DEQ used the modified flow diagram of the HMA plant and described it in the PTC process
description of PTC No. P-040101. The eight cold feed bins and the conveyor are included in the process
description {Section 2.1) of the permit. DEQ, however, included in the public comment package a flow diagram
that was included in the original PTC application. For clarification, a copy of the actuai plant flow diagram that
was sent to DEQ on March 8, 2004 is inciuded in Appendix F of the statement of basis.



‘Comment No. §

PM,, is Particulate Matter; the report is 77.2 tons per year. Aspen does not give enough information for me to
check the figures they are using to calculate PM;,. But in their spreadsheet in Appendix C they use the figure of
032 Ib per ton. To arrive at the figure of 77.2 tons I see they added the PM, from existing batch cement and
exiting rock crushing plant fugitives, is this assumption correct? Also how does this new and higher PM,,
amount affect our air? What can the particulate carry into the air from interstates site?

DEQ Response to Comment No. 5

Yes, Aspen’s assumption is correct. The 77.22 T/yr of PM,q emissions was obtained by adding emissions from
the following sources at the facility: _

Proposed HMA Dryer = 17.02 T/yr
Existing Batch Plant Cement = 0.8 T/yr (Tier I operating permit No.055-00048, issued 11/27/02)
Existing Rock Crushing Plant (Fugitives) = 59.40 T/yr (Tier Il operating permit No.055-00048, issued 11/27/02)

The 17.62 T/yr of PM), emissions from the proposed HMA dryer were calculated by Aspen Engineering, and
the emissions calculations were reviewed by Dan Pitman, DEQ’s Senior Engineer. Emissions inventory for the
criteria air poliutants, TAPs, and HAPs from the HMA dryer are included in Appendix A of DEQ’s statement of
basis. Here is how the 17.02 T/yr were obtained: _

iven;

HMA Production Rate: 400 T/yr
Hours of Operation Limits: 3,700 hes/yr

PM o Emission Factor for Drum Mix Asphalt Plant: 0.023 lbs/T (Tabie 11.1-13, AP-42, Hot Mix Asphalt Plants,
3/404)

I ton (T) = 2,000 ibs
Therefore, PM;o emissions = (400 T/hr)(3,700 hrs/yr)(0.023 lbs/TX1 T/2,000 lbs) = 17.02 T/yr

The PM;, emissions from the proposed HMA dryer will be lower than the PM,, emissions from the existing
dryer. The PMy; emissions from the existing dryer are 10.4 Ibs/hr and 26.5 T/yr, whereas the PM;, emissions
from the proposed HMA dryer will be 9.2 lhs/hr and 17.02 T/yr. Therefore, there will be a net decrease in PM,
emissions of 1.2 Ib/hr and 9.48 T/yr as a resuit of replacing the old dryer with the new dryer. _

C__oumzent No. 6

Inthe modeling analysis from interstate that was reviewed, in Section 3.4.1 the reviewer states they are not
aware of the methodology utilized by interstate to arrive at the figures they submitted in Table 7. It shows
Iterstate will also go over the acceptable levels of formaldehyde. If the reviewer is unsure how Interstate
arrived at it’s figures, how can the citizens of Idaho and my family be convinced the report is not flawed? How
can we be sure Interstate has not submitted a proposal that is dangerous or otherwise illegal? There was also a
comment from DEQ stating the Applicant’s formaldehyde refined Modeling Analysis Results (Table 9 Section
3.4.2 of applicants modeling analysis Appendix C) this model was submitted because of high levels of
formaldehyde emissions burning waste oil. This submitted model shows acceptable rates of formaldehyde. I do
not understand the 1987 through 1991 data submitted, nor do I understand how the modeling was done.

Seeing as how this is the first waste oil burning asphalt plant in N. Idaho these figures were probably developed
on some theoretical level, and to my surprise are suddenly acceptable levels. The only way to get actual
emission outputs is to burn the waste oil in Interstates Dryer and test the emissions several times over a period of
a month or two. This submitted model to me has no basis in fact. The EPA supplies the data as to what is
emitted when you burn waste oil in an asphalt plant and now suddenly some mathematician has submitted data,
which miraculously lowers the rate of formaldehyde emissions? I think of this model as a sham,



DEQ Response to Comment No. 6

‘Section 3.4.1 of DEQ’s modeling analysis technical memorandum states that “it is uncertain what the
_applicant’s methodology was to obtain ail other modeled concentrations presented in Table 7.” Because of this
‘uncertainty, DEQ performed a modeling sensitivity analysis. The resulis of the sensitivity analysis are presented
“in Table 10, Section 4.0 of DEQ’s modeling technical memorandum, which compares the applicant’s modeling
‘results against DEQ’s sensitivity analyses modeled results. All poliutants modeled by DEQ show compliance
‘with Natzonai Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and TAPs increments.

Formaldehyde is a TAP. The modeled formaldehyde emissions also showed compliance with the Acceptabie
Ambient Concentration for Carcinogens (AACC) value of 7.7E-02 ug/m®, The modeled value is 4.0E-02 ug/m’,
which is less than the AACC value.

The facility is required to demonstrate compliance with NAAQS and the Acceptable Ambient Concentration for
Carcinogens (AACC) and Non-Carcinogens (AAC). This demonstration is accomplished by using models and
procedures required by the “Guideline on Air Quality Model” (40 CFR Part 51, Appendix W). The “1987
through 1991” refers to the years of meteorological data used in the mode! to estimate the ambient
concentrations resulting from the proposed project. The “Guideline on Air Quality Models” (40 CFR 51,
Appendix W) states: “the modeler user should acquire enough meteorological data to ensure that worst-case
meteorological conditions are adequately represented in the model results.”

Interstate Concrete used meteorological data from the National Weather Service station located at the Spokane
Airport. Data was used for the years 1987 through 1991 because DEQ determined these years represent the most
recent occurrence of worst-case weather conditions for air quality, meeting the requirement set in the “Gméeime
on Alir Quality Models.”

Comment Na. 7

1.do see from the information provided that Interstate is increasing the amount of pollutants in the air an
additional 20 tons of NOR, an additional 43 tons of Sulfur Dioxide, it appears that by burning natural gas they
did not produce this previously. One of the down sides of burning waste oil is the incredible amounts of sulfur
dioxide produced, .055 lbs per ton. An additional 60 tons of Carbon Monoxide awaits each of us along with 24
tons of VOC’s and eight tons of TAPS/HAPS. The report states we get 10 tons less of PMjg per year, I do not
see how a reduction can be made tzsmg waste oil as the fuel. I see Interstate pays a $7,500.00 permlt fee, is this
annual or one time? Either way it is a cheap way to pollute the air,

DEQ Response to Comment No. 7

The increase of emissions for NO,, SO;, CO, and TAPs increments, when modeled, showed compliance with
NAAQs-refer to Appendix A of DEQ’s statement of basis.

. Please refer to Response to Comment No. § to see the annual reduction in PM,, emissions rates calculations
resulted from replacing the oid dryer with the new one,

With regard to the $7,500.00 permit fee, it is a one time processing fee that the company paid in accordance
with IDAPA 58.01.01.225. In accordance with IDAPA 58.01.01.225, the fee for a non-major new source or
modification to existing source with increase of emissions of 100 tons per year shall be $7,500.00.



Comment No. 8

I was only able to find the following break down of how to calculate costs per ton to produce asphalt | have
. asked interstate how much natural gas is used and the cost of the natural gas to produce one ton of asphalt.
These telephone calls go unreturned. Surprisingly the environmental manger, Corky Witherwax has no clue as
to how much in natural gas does it cost to produce a ton of asphalt, nor was the company willing to tell me any
cost savings they would realize by using waste oil. From the below information it seems one high cost is
Salaries and Benefits using up 30% of the incoming cash flow, Interstate also has to support the people who do
nothing but produce and deliver concrete. If it shows that there cost savings burning waste oil are minimal, why
-allow if? Burning waste oii emits a lot of contaminants into the air and is a breeding ground for unknown
_contaminants not even routinely tested for. I have a feeling the cost savings will be significant for the company
to invest in this ability to burn waste oil. Therefore I believe the company will have the resources to test sach
‘and every load of waste oil once it arrives at its proposed Rathdrum site and before it is burned. There also needs
to be included in the permit a contingency plan of what to do and who fo call if they get a bad load of oil, This
new hazardous matertal will also require upgrades with the current fire protection agencies Haz-Mat team. How
much money will interstate be paying for this additional burden? Or perhaps I will have to pay it as an increase
in my property taxes? I do not think that would be fair for the taxpayers to boot additional funding required
keeping us safe. Eventually there will be a spill and Haz-Mat will have to respond, so who pays for their start up
costs? _

DEQ Response to Comment No. 8

The air quality permit addresses the requirements of IDAPA 58.01.01.200-228 for issuing permits to construct,
With regard to used oil, the permit contains limits fo assure associated air poilutant emissions do not exceed
appiicable standards. The permit requires that the used oil be certified on an as-received basis to assure the oil
does not contain any contaminants in excess of the imposed limits,

" Comment No. 9

Stack emissions need to be taken at least § times in the next 2 years to ensure other contaminants are not being
introduced and that the alleged amounts deemed 10 be tolerated are not exceeded. After that require 2 stack
emissions tests per year. It is unfair for one test a year at a known time, which would motivate anyone fo ensure
they burn cleaner.

DEQ Response to Comment No, 9

Performance testing is only required for PM emissions in accordance with 40 CFR 60.92. Limits placed on the
concentration of the contaminants in the used oil are shown through modeling to not violate any respective
ambient standard, As such, DEQ is not requiring testing of the waste oil contaminants. To assure the facility
continues to meet the NSPS grain loading and opacity standards, emissions testing is required on a frequency of
nio less than once every five years. '

Comment No. 10

DEQ should expand the testing for other heavy metals, the federal regulations gives the state the right to make
on-spec oil requirements more stringent than federal regulations.

DEQ Response to Comment No. 10

DEQ requires that the facility conduct a PM emissions test. The operating temperature of 2 hot-mix asphalt
plant is far below the meiting point of any of the metals identified as contaminants in the used oil,
Consequently, the metais should be emitted as particulate, which will be part of that is measured. So long as the
facility meets the NSPS grain loading requirement and the used oil contaminants do not exceed the permit
limits, compliance with ambient air quality standards will be demonstrated, '

End.



APPENDIX F

HMA Plant Flow diagram
P-040101
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March 5, 2004

Harbi Elshafei

Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality -
1410 N. Hilton

Boise, ID 83706

Subject: Permit to Construct 55-00048 Modification Flow Chart, Rathdrum, Idaho

Dear Mr. Elshafei,

Enclosed you will find a flow chart for the requested permit modification. As you will
see | have used the flow diagram for a counter-flow drum mix plant from AP42 for it
does represent the configuration of the new plant. I have added to the diagram four (4)
additional coid feed bins to better reflect the actual plant. By adding the cold feed bins,
the through t i put of the plant is not increased. The added bins are to accommodate
different sizes of aggregate for different types of asphalt mix.

Please contact me at 765-1144 if you need additional information to make the requested
revision to our permit.

Sincerely,

it ol

Corky Witherwax

Aggregate Sales/
Environmental Manager

Encl: ]

845 West Kathleen Avenue » Coeur d‘Aienet Idaho 83815 = (208) 765-1144 » FAX (208) 765-3713
F.O. Box 1113 « Sandpoint, Idaho 83864 » {208) 263-0538 * FAX (208) 263-5430
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Figure 2-3. General process flow diagram for counter-flow drum mix asphalt plants (source classification codes in parentheses)..
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